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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, May 15, 1991 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

Of all your gifts to us, 0 God, by 
which you have blessed us and breathed 
into us the very breath of life, we are 
grateful for the gifts of love and re
spect that can exist between individ
uals. We know that so many relation
ships in our homes or communities are 
not as they could be and the light and 
goodness of friendship and appreciation 
one for another is lost amid the pres
sures of the day. We are aware of the 
blessings of faith and hope in our lives 
and for those gifts we give thanks, but 
we raise our voices in a joyous chorus 
for that greatest gift that binds people 
together in mysterious and blessed 
ways, the gift of love. In Your name, 
we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER] 
please come forward anct lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER led the Pledge 
of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed with an 
amendment in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested, a bill of the 
House of the following title: 

H.R. 707. An act to amend the Commodity 
Exchange Act to improve the regulation of 
futures and options traded under rules and 
regulations of the Commodity Futures Trad
ing Commission; to establish registration 
standards for all exchange floor traders; to 
restrict practices which may lead to the 
abuse of outside customers of the market
place; to reinforce development of exchange 
audit trails to better enable the detection 
and prevention of such practices; to establish 
higher standards for service on governing 
boards and disciplinary committees of self
regulatory organizations; to enhance the 
international regulation of futures trading; 

to regularize the process of authorizing ap
propriations for the Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission; and for other purposes. 

The message also announced, that 
the Senate insists upon its amendment 
to the bill (H.R. 707) "An Act to amend 
the Commodity Exchange Act to im
prove the regulation of futures and op
tions traded under rules and regula
tions of the Commodity Futures Trad
ing Commission; to establish registra
tion standards for all exchange floor 
traders; to restrict practices which 
may lead to the abuse of outside cus
tomers of the marketplace; to reinforce 
development of exchange audit trails 
to better enable the detection and pre
vention of such practices; to establish 
higher standards for service on govern
ing boards and disciplinary committees 
of self-regulatory organizations; to en
hance the international regulation of 
futures trading; to regularize the proc
ess of authorizing appropriations for 
the Commodity Futures Trading Com
mission; and for other purposes", and 
requests a conference with the House 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. BOREN, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. DOLE, and Mr. 
COCHRAN to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill and joint reso
lution of the following titles, in which 
the concurrence of the House is re
quested: 

S. 100. An act to set forth U.S. policy to
ward Central America and to assist the eco
nomic recovery and development of that re
gion; and 

S.J. Res. 134. Joint resolution designating 
May 22, 1991, as "National Desert Storm Re
servists Day." 

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON HUNGER 
The Speaker laid before the House 

the following resignation from the Se
lect Committee on Hunger: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
MAY 10, 1991. 

Hon. TOM FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives 

Washington, DC. ' 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER, I am asking permis

sion to resign from the Select Committee on 
Hunger. Due to new assignments on my leg
islative agenda, I am unable to give this 
committee the commitment it deserves. 

Thank you for your immediate consider
ation of this request. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK RIGGS, 

Member of Congress. 
The SPEAKER. Without objection, 

the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON INVESTIGATIONS OF COMMIT
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES TO 
SIT TODAY DURING 5-MINUTE 
ROLE 
Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Investigations of the Committee on 
Armed Services be permitted to sit 
today while the House is proceeding 
under the 5-minute rule. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from illi
nois? 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, I under
stand this has been cleared by the mi

. nority. With that understanding, there 
is no objection, but we do reserve the 
right to object. 

Mr. Speaker, I have just learned that 
it has been cleared, so I withdraw my 
reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 

LAST DECADE NOT THE BEST OF 
TIMES FOR WORKING FAMILIES 
(Mr. NAGLE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. NAGLE. Mr. Speaker, in the 
opening paragraph of his masterpiece, 
"A Tale of Two Cities," Charles Dick
ens wrote: "It was the best of times, it 
was the worst of times.'' 

He was writing about 18th century 
France, but the House Ways and Means 
Committee's just published "Green 
Book" makes clear his words equally 
describe the last decade in America 
under Republican economic policy. 

If your income and wealth put you in 
the top 20 percent of all Americans, the 
last decade has been "the best of 
times." Their income soared by 20 per
cent. 

But if you are an average working 
American-the other 80 percent of 
America-things were not quite so 
rosey. Your earnings went down. 

In fact, 60 percent saw their earnings 
drop by 11.1 percent. 

And it was working families with 
kid&-families just starting out-who 
were hit the hardest. The wealthiest 20 
percent of those young families reg
istered a 7-percent increase, while the 
other SO-percent majority saw their an-

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07p.m. 
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nual income drop a whopping 13 per
cent. 

And while the wealthiest among us 
were enjoying a 17.6-percent tax cut, 
the tax burden for average working 
families was going up. 

Mr. Speaker, unfairness of this mag
nitude does not just happen. It is the 
inevitable result of the policies of a 
President who goes to the mat to block 
an increase in the minimum wage over 
three thin dimes, but who makes a 
massive reduction in the capital gains 
tax the economic centerpiece of his 
Presidency. 

After 10 years of trickle down eco
nomic policy, it is now quite clear: av
erage working families got soaked. 

THE UNFAIRNESS OF H.R. 1 
(Mr. PAXON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
everyone in this body is in favor of 
fairness and equal opportunity for all 
employees. 

Unfortunately, H.R. 1-the quota 
bill-does not achieve these goals. 

In fact, I believe the bill will work 
against fairness and equal opportunity. 

We have heard much about the so
called benefits of H.R. 1. 

But let us not forget the dire impact 
of this bill on employees and employers 
alike. 

First, is the real, tangible, financial 
cost of this bill. Allowing jury trials 
and punitive and compensatory damage 
awards that could reach into the mil
lions of dollars, is a huge burden to be 
borne by the Nation's employers and 
employees. 

These expenses coupled with attor
neys fees are massive costs, which will 
mean less funds available for jobs, de
nying working men and women the op
portunity to earn a living. 

And there are also nontangible costs: 
fairness and opportunity will suffer. _, 

Employers, faced with impossible 
standards and huge monetary awards 
will be forced to hire by quotas to 
avoid expensive lawsuits. 

Quotas will also cost working men 
and women their jobs, and that is un
fair. 

Mr. Speaker, unfair preferences-a 
quota system-is too high a price to 
pay. 

SLOGANS, NOT SUBSTANCE, DOMI
NATE ADMINISTRATION'S ECO
NOMIC POLICIES 
(Mr. STAGGERS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, in po
litical speeches around the Nation, the 
President is hailing the economic poli
cies of his administration as pro-

growth. Well, in a sense they are: the 
wealth of the wealthy is growing at a 
record pace. 

According to a recent report, the in
come of the richest 1 percent of Ameri
cans grew by 113 percent between 1977 
and the present, while the income of 
our poorest Americans decreased by 
over 10 percent. During that period of 
time, income tax rates for the richest 1 
percent of Americans decreased by 15 
percent, while tax rates for most oth
ers increased. 

Mr. Speaker, what does this tell us 
about the direction of our Nation? 
What does it tell us about the quality 
of life for most Americans in 1991? 

If nothing else, this tells us that 
most Americans are working harder 
and longer for less and less. And I be
lieve that it should tell us that we can
not afford another decade of neglecting 
the needs of the great majority of 
Americans. 

The policies of this administration 
are based on slogans instead of sub
stance. You do not have to be a lip
reader to see the hungry mouths in our 
society. And you do not have to be able 
to count points of light to count the 
points of merit in the Working Family 
Tax Relief Act. 

Let us move from slogans to solu
tions, and let us make some tax 
changes that reward the hard work of 
the many instead of the paper profits 
of the few. 

H.R. 1 GOES TOO FAR BEYOND 
CURRENT LAW 

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, we often 
hear how much the average American 
needs, and wants, enactment of H.R. 1, 
the quota bill. I do not know who the 
proponents are speaking to, but I do 
not believe that is tlJ.e case. 

There was a poll taken recently of 
over 700 Americans on some of the re
quirements of H.R. 1. 

H.R. 1 provides, for the first time, for 
jury trials and unlimited punitive and 
compensatory damages in employment 
law cases. In this Penn & Schoen sur
vey, 70 percent of respondents say that 
remedies should be based on lost wages 
and benefits, as in current law, and not 
be allowed to collect unlimited dam
ages. 

In addition, 54 percent oppose court 
trials for these cases, rather they be
lieve existing administrative processes 
should be used to resolve the case. 

H.R. 1 simply goes too far beyond 
current law, imposing an entirely new, 
costly, ineffective system that will 
benefit trial attorneys, not the average 
American. I urge my colleagues to heed 
the results of this poll and reject the 
quota bill. 
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H.R. 1: LAWYERS' BONANZA 
(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, the 
quota bill, H.R. 1, will not provide job 
opportunities for qualified women and 
minorities, as proponents claim, but 
rather will provide job opportunities 
for trial lawyers. H.R. 1 prohibits a 
waiver of attorneys' fees as part of the 
settlement. Also, even when the judge 
and the parties have both agreed upon 
a settlement, an attorney can still hold 
hostage the agreement until his fees 
are negotiated and paid. 

Whose interests are being served 
here, anyway? 

A recent scientific survey of Ameri
cans, performed by Penn & Schoen, 
showed that 78 percent of the respond
ents believe that lawyers will be more 
likely to go to court on the chance of 
a big money award in discrimination 
cases rather than to attempt to settle 
out of court. I believe this costly law
yers' bonanza is unacceptable; it is un
fair, and this is just one more reason to 
oppose the quota bill, H.R. 1. 

WE HAVE TO GET BACK TO A FAIR 
TAX SYSTEM, FAIR TO MIDDLE
CLASS AMERICANS 
(Mr. COX of Illinois asked and was 

given permissior. to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. COX of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
over the last 10 to 12 years the adminis
tration policies in this country have 
led to a grossly unfair tax system. We 
are faced with the reality that 80 per
cent of the people in this country 
today have less money in their pockets 
after taxes than they had in 1980. 

Those policies have been directed and 
guided by the administrations in power 
during that time. It is also significant 
to keep in mind that earnings of work
ing families in this country fell an av
erage of 8. 7 percent between 1979 and 
1989, while the wealthiest reaped a 12.3-
percent increase in their earnings. 

Mr. Speaker, we have got to get back 
to a system, a fair tax system in this 
country where the average middle-class 
American has a chance to improve his 
standard of living and look forward to 
a positive future for both himself, her
self, and their families. 

REPEALING THE 1990 TAX 
INCREASES 

(Mr. DANNEMEYER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 
last October, this House adopted the 
so-called budget summit agreement. 
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Its proponents claimed that this agree- mental disaster has been detected 
ment would reduce budget deficits by thousands of miles from the gulf re
almost $500 billion over 5 years, shrink gion-in EPA air samples at their Ha
Federal spending to under 18.2 percent waii station, in Black Snow in the 
of GNP by 1995, and double the rate of Himalayas, in soot northeast of Tokyo 
economic growth in 1991. and in the upper atmosphere. No one 

In July 1990, the Congressional Budg- knows what the effects might be on 
et Office estimated the baseline defi- human health, either long term or im
cits between 1991 and 1995 would total mediate. 
$949 billion. In February 1991 after the The damage to the environment is of 
summit agreement was approved, CBO unprecedented scope and yet little has 
estimated the 5-year baseline deficit been done to relieve the situation. The 
had grown to $1.174 trillion, an increase dire emergency supplemental appro
of $225 billion. priation included language for the 

Federal spending now exceeds 25 per- President to initiate an international 
cent of our GNP, the highest level ever agreement for environmental monitor
with the exception of World War II. ing, assessment, remediation, and res
This year, domestic discretionary and toration of the Persian Gulf region of 
entitlement spending grew by 9.1 per- effects of the recent war. 
cent and 12.5 percent, respectively, Sixty Members of this body joined 
more than double the rate of inflation. Congressman GILMAN and me on April 

As for strengthening the economy, 19 in sending a letter to the President 
the $170 billion of tax increases con- to encourage his swift action for an 
tained in the agreement helped push international agreement to heal the 
our Nation into a serious recession. gulf environment. 
Higher unemployment stalks now the Instead of initiating a response to 
land. The luxury tax on pleasure boats the crisis, the administration has 
has plunged the marine construction censored information. On January 25, 
and maintenance industry into a de- the Department of Energy [DOE] issued 
pression. The CBO, which certainly a memorandum to control information 
cannot be accused of being a friend of about the war's environmental effects, 
supply-side economics, estimates that advising employees: 
a weaker economy will cause tax col- The extent of what we are authorized to 
lections to fall $206 billion over 5 years, say about environmental impacts of fires/oil 
completely offsetting the additional spills in the Middle East follows: "Most inde-

pendent studies and experts suggest that the 
revenue from the 1990 tax increases. catastrophic predictions in some recent news 

May 8 was Tax Freedom Day, the day reports are exaggerated. We are currently re
in which the average American stop viewing the matter, .but these predictions re
working to pay Federal, State, and main speculative and do not warrant any 
local taxes and start working for them- further comment at this time. 
selves and their families. Tax Freedom Despite DOE assertions, a govern
Day falls 3 . days later this year due ment scientist now claims, "This is the 
mainly to the taxes contained in the most intense burning source, probably, 
budget summit agreement. in the history of the world." 

Mr. Speaker, the budget summit Mr. Speaker, we cannot ignore this 
agreement is failure in every aspect. crisis. The President was directed to 
The American people are crying out for submit a report within 60 days of en
relief. The time has come for Congress actment identifying proposed actions 
to recognize its mistake and renounce for an international agreement on the 
this heinous legislation. As a first step, environment. June 10 will mark the 
I am today introducing a bill to repeal end of the 60-day period. Nothing has 
all the budget summit agreement tax happened to date. As we put the war 
increases. . maps away, let us now map out a plan 

The American people are fed up with to restore the gulf region. 
high taxes. I urge my colleagues to join 
with me and speedily enact a repeal of 
the 1990 tax increases. MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ASSIST-

SADDAM HUSSEIN'S 
ECOTERRORISM 

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
focus the attention of the Congress on 
the environmental damage to the gulf 
region wrought by Saddam Hussein's 
ecoterrorism. 

Fires continue to rage-spewing tons 
of toxics into the atmosphere, oil con
tinues to spill-blackening gulf waters 
and creating lakes of oil on the desert 
sand. Pollution from this environ-

ANCE PROGRAM REAUTHORIZA
TION ACT OF 1991 
(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) . 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I am 
introducing today the Motor Carrier 
Safety Assistance Program Reauthor
ization Act of 1991. Two years ago, resi
dents of the Washington metropolitan 
area heard too often of truck accidents 
on the beltway or I-270. This legisla
tion, which is a companion bill to S. 
631, addresses truck safety, which con
tinues to be a matter of serious con
cern for many of us who live and work 
in this region. · 

The Motor Carrier Safety Assistance 
Program [MCSAP] was created in 1982 
as a part of the Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act. It is a program, which 
gives grants to States for motor carrier 
safety inspections. It has saved lives 
and reduced accidents involving com
mercial motor vehicles. It needs to be 
continued and expanded to allow traffic 
enforcement activities when combined 
with a safety inspection to be reim
bursable under MCSAP. 

It rewards States that demonstrate 
innovative, cost-efficient programs 
promoting motor carrier safety and 
hazardous materials transportation 
safety. It strengthens enforcement of 
the commercial drivers license. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of truck 
safety issues. MCSAP works. This leg
islation makes it work more effec
tively. 

TRIDUTE TO FRANK DAVIDSON 
AND RAYMOND BOWER RECI~I
ENTS OF 1991 MATILDA 
MANDREY AWARD 
(Mr. SWETT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, I invite my 
colleagues to join me today in honor
ing two New Hampshiri tes-Frank Da
vidson of Greenfield and Raymond 
Bower of Salem. Tonight these out
standing men will receive the Matilda 
Mandrey Award in recognition of their 
exemplary volunteer service. 

Frank Davidson is being honored for 
his work with the mentally retarded. 
Last year he was "Coach of the Year" 
for the Special Olympics. As a teacher, 
he has worked to provide opportunities 
for handicapped children. Frank has 
also helped educate the public about 
the special needs of the mentally re
tarded. 

Raymond Bower has made outstand
ing efforts with the Scotland A venue 
Help the Handicapped Club. Over the 
past two decades he has raised thou
sands of dollars which have gone to 
support a variety of programs for the 
handicapped and for terminally ill chil
dren. 

Mr. Speaker, I pay tribute to Frank 
Davidson and Raymond Bower. They 
have shown that one person can make 
a difference in enriching the quality of 
life for these special handicapped indi
viduals, and they provide an example 
that all of us should follow. 

STA'l'E DEPARTMENT AUTHORIZA
TION BILL SHOULD BE SUBST AN
TIALLY REDUCED 
(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, today we 
will pass the State Department author-
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ization bill by a very large margin. I 
have great respect for all who have 
worked so hard on this bill, but I must 
oppose it on fiscal grounds. 

This bill contains an increase of more 
than $700 million over last year. It con
tains an 85-percent increase in the for
eign buildings account. It has a 9-per
cent increase in the salary and expense 
account, and a 17.3-percent increase for 
the State Department overall. 

I know the work of the State Depart
ment is important, but our national 
debt is now over $4 trillion. The Fed
eral Government is now losing close to 
$1 billion a day. 

We cannot keep giving all these Fed
eral agencies big increases. We have to 
start holding the line some place or we 
are going to cause this Nation's econ
omy to collapse. Our constituents do 
not want us to keep sending so many 
billions overseas. I realize $5.6 billion 
does not sound like much in the whole 
scheme of things, but it is enough to 
give $100,000 each to 56,000 families 
across this land. 

It is too much to spend on this one 
bill. This authorization should be de
creased substantially. 

JAPANESE BUSINESSMEN FOUND 
GUILTY OF BID RIGGING 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
and to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, a 
group of Japanese businessmen were 
found guilty, stone-cold guilty of bid 
rigging a $100 million contract with the 
Pentagon. 

Now, how does that sort of frost your 
samurai today? 

0 1020 
But what is the big news about that, 

my colleagues? Japanese companies 
have already been convicted of ille
gally dumping titanium and steel in 
our markets, taking away our jobs, 
wrecking our companies. Meanwhile, 
Americans cannot even display a bag of 
rice in Japan, let alone sell it. 

Mr. Speaker, now we are talking 
about free trade with Mexico, fast 
track. That is not free trade. That is 
wimp out in America, folks. 

If free trade is so great, I ask, "Why 
doesn't Japan use it?" 

In addition, while we are here pro
moting free trade, Japan is literally 
bid rigging our assets off. 

WHALE-EATING ORGY IN JAPAN 
(Mr. RAVENEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. RAVENEL. Mr. Speaker, of all 
God's creatures, the greatest in size 
and gentleness that have ever lived are 
the great whales. For years now the 
people of this world have labored to 
stop their shameful slaughter. All peo-

ple; that is except, principally, the Jap
anese, those notorious destroyers of 
our precious environment. Soon the 
International Whaling Commission will 
review their ban on whaling, which of 
course the Japanese have evaded, cru
elly murdering almost 1,200 whales in 
the last 4 years. 

So what do the Japanese do? They re
cently held a banquet in Tokyo, ac
cording to the Associated Press, featur
ing raw whale meat, pink whale skin, 
whale bacon, and whale tongue soup. 
The whale-eating orgy was attended by 
dozens of politicians and 300 other 
guests. 

Mr. Speaker, I say, "Shame on you, 
Japan. Shame on you, Japan." 

FAST TRACK WILL BE BAD FOR 
BUSINESS 

(Mr. RAHALL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, as the de
bate on the extension of fast track and 
the Mexican free trade agreement 
rages on, it is important to review the 
differences in the way that the United 
States and Mexico conduct business. As 
reported to me, there are very few op
tions available for American businesses 
if they are involved in a legal dispute 
with a Mexican company or individual. 
The same holds true if you are an 
American business person who is try
ing to initiate a business venture in 
Mexico. The sad truth is, if you want 
to conduct business in Mexico, you bet
ter be prepared for a business climate 
as scorching as the desert sands. 

If an American business becomes in
volved in a legal dispute with a Mexi
can entity, it can become a lawyer's 
field day. If you sue in an American 
district or Federal court and are able 
to receive a judgment, your chances of 
receiving compensation are slim at 
best. In the past, Mexico has been ex
tremely unresponsive to foreign judg
ments, therefore making them vir
tually unenforceable. If you choose to 
seek legal action through the Mexican 
court system, you will have to endure 
endless delays, exorbitant costs, and 
the likely possibility that you will 
never receive any type of compensa
tion. Is this the type of system in 
which we want to conduct business? 

I realize The Inter-American Com
mercial Arbitration Commission exists 
to solve international disputes, but 
how much faith should we put in this 
organization? Congress should be given 
the chance to strengthen this organiza
tion and make sure Mexican business 
will adhere to any agreement set down 
by the Commission. Without the right 
of Congress to negotiate a free trade 
agreement, American business will 
have to take its chances when nego
tiating contracts with their Mexican 
counterparts. 

Fast track must be stopped. If we 
continue on our present course and 
grant the President his extension, too 
many crucial issues will be swept under 
the rug. Further scrutiny is needed 
into what type of changes a free trade 
agreement will bring. Under fast track, 
Congress will not be given ample time 
or the authority to question the rami
fications of a free trade agreement 
with Mexico. We must delay a free 
trade agreement until we are sure what 
type of changes such an agreement will 
bring to the American worker and busi
ness person. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE ECONOMIC 
RESURGENCE AND JOBS FOR 
AMERICA ACT 
(Mr. ZELIFF asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, I come to 
the floor today to introduce the Eco
nomic Resurgence and Jobs for Amer
ica Act. I am joining more than 40 of 
my colleagues in introducing this leg
islation because we believe that this 
simple legislation is the most effective 
way to restore strength and vitality to 
our economy and create thousands of 
jobs for American workers. 

This proposal will reinstate a 5-per
cent investment tax credit for qualified 
purchases and reduce the rate of tax
ation on capital gains to 15 percent. My 
friends, plain and simple, there is no 
better way to significantly increase 
capital investment in our economy, 
make us more competitive in the inter
national arena, and put America back 
to work than the investment tax cred
it. 

Investment in our companies will ex
pand operations, make businesses more 
profitable, allow us to hire more work
ers and, ultimately, pay more taxes. 

Regarding a reduction in capital 
gains taxation, to those who claim it is 
a break for the rich, let me share a 
story with you. Edith Robertson is a 
76-year-old retired schoolteacher from 
Laconia, NH. 

After teaching for 40 years she re
tired and currently has a monthly in
come of $1,500. 

In 1940 she purchased three lots on 
Winnisquam Lake and built a summer 
camp. She now wants to sell that prop
erty and move to a retirement home in 
Florida. In doing so she is going to get 
socked by the Government-a 34-per
cent tax on the capital gain. 

This ripoff will take away her oppor
tunity to stay self-sufficient. 

Edith Robertson never made more 
than $16,000 a year and she currently 
lives on $1,500 a month-hardly the def
inition of rich. A moderate reduction of 
the capital gains taxation rate will 
help Edith Robertson and millions 
more like her .. 

This legislation will replace our cur
rent punitive tax system with one that 
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is progrowth and fair and will ulti
mately restore strength to our econ
omy and benefit millions of Americans 
from all walks of life. 

H.R. 1 SOWS SEEDS OF RESENT
MENT, MALICE, AND RACIAL AN
IMOSITY 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
we hear about quotas, we hear people 
talk about reverse discrimination, 
which is nothing more than pure un
adulterated racism. We hear about ra
cial norming, we hear about political 
corrupt thought as an excuse for re
pressing ideas that do not conform to a 
left-wing vision of America. Mr. Speak
er, it is about time the American peo
ple reject this liberal nonsense and 
stand up for fairness and good will for 
all. 

The H.R. 1 quota bill sows the seeds 
of resentment, of malice, and of racial 
animosity. It will not help the less for
tunate. It should be defeated for the 
quota bill that it is. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MCNULTY). The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, is the 

President of the United States ac
corded the same privileges as Members 
of the House with regard to statements 
made about their personal views? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There 
cannot be personal ridicule of the 
President of the United States on the 
House floor. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the Chair. 

MEXICAN FREE TRADE 
(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, these days 
phrases like "fast track" and 
"NAFTA" are household words in Flor
ida-especially for the State's citrus, 
vegetable, and sugar growers. 

They have legitimate concerns-a 
trade agreement with Mexico, that 
does not take into account disparate 
wage scales, underenforced environ
mental standards, and unfair competi
tion, could prove disastrous for some of 
Florida's most important industries. A 
bad, so-called free-trade agreement is 
worse than no agreement. But no 
agreement is far worse than the good 
agreement we can achieve if we nego
tiate carefully. This is a tremendous 
opportunity-to create jobs, open new 
markets, and strengthen ties with our 
neighbors. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been plenty of 
confusion. But let us be honest-a vote 

for fast track is a vote to continue the 
process-nothing more. Make no mis
take, without fast track, there will be 
no negotiations, and no trade agree
ment. 

The administration is committed to 
ensuring a fair deal and listening to 
the American people. Let's test that 
commitment-I urge Florida's growers 
to continue making themselves heard 
and I urge my colleagues to remember 
that fast track does not mean we have 
to sell out American interests in the 
interests of something called free 
trade. 

0 1030 

PEACE PROCESS IN THE MIDDLE 
EAST STALLS AGAIN 

(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, Sec
retary of State Baker is back in Israel, 
trying to move the peace process along. 
He is working hard, but has had little 
success, and he doesn't seem to be 
learning from his mistakes. Frankly, I 
am tired of Mr. Baker's one-sided ap:. 
proach to diplomacy. 

Every time the peace process stalls, 
Secretary Baker reserves his greatest 
pressure for Israel, when, in fact, Israel 
is the only nation making com
promises. 

Israel has made concessions on Euro
pean participation in the peace con
ference, release of Palestinian security 
prisoners, and economic improvements 
for Palestinians in Israel. 

Meanwhile, Mr. Baker has grown 
very quiet about Arab foot dragging. 
Only a month ago, the State Depart
ment talked as if the Saudis would rec
ognize Israel and lead its Arab allies to 
the peace table. Now, its time to real
ize that these promises meant nothing. 
The Saudis won't even agree to partici
pate fully in a peace conference, let 
alone work actively for peace in there
gion. 

The administration continues to go 
forward with plans to resume arms 
sales to the Arab nations, arms that 
may be used against our ally, Israel. Is
rael is also being pressured to cap nu
clear weapons production in exchange 
for a ban on Arab chemical weapons. It 
is typical of Mr. Baker that he places 
Arab chemical weapons-weapons 
which have been used tragically in at
tacks upon neighboring states-on the 
same moral plane as Israel's arsenal, 
which has never been used and would 
only be used in defense against 
agression from those Arab States 
which refuse to acknowledge Israel's 
right to exist. 

It is high time for Mr. Baker to real
ize that the Arab nations hold the key 
to peace in the Middle East. The Camp 
David accords prove that Israel is will-

ing to compromise if guarantees of her 
safety are made in good faith. The 
Arab nations are poised to make such 
commitments. The Secretary needs to 
place pressure where it is needed, on 
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, not on Is
rael. 

MEXICO FREE-TRADE AGREE-
MENT-AN IMPORTANT VOTE 
(Mr. DREIER of California asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, 1 week from today we are 
going to be casting one of the most im
portant votes in a decade. I do not 
want to go so far as to say it will be 
the most important vote, but I believe 
it will be among the top 10. It will be 
a vote to determine whether or not we 
are going to unite with our southern 
neighbors and move ahead by expand
ing opportunities for consumers to get 
the best quality product at the lowest 
possible price, and that is the free
trade agreement. 

The question of fast track is not 
whether or not we are going to sign the 
agreement but whether or not we are 
going to allow the negotiators to move 
ahead and try to bring about a deal 
that is acceptable to both the United 
States and Mexico. 

This afternoon, following legislative 
business, I and a number of my col
leagues who have been proponents of 
this will be taking out a special order 
to discuss some of the details of fast 
track and the prospects for a free-trade 
agreement. I encourage not only those 
who are proponents of fast track but 
also those who are opponents to join us 
this afternoon and pose some of the 
questions that surround this issue. I 
am convinced that following this time, 
Mr. Speaker, we will have very strong 
support for what is absolutely nec
essary to bring this about, and that is 
a vote in favor of fast track. 

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 1992 
AND 1993 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MCNULTY). Pursuant to House Resolu
tion 147 and rule XXIII, the Chair de
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 1415. 
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IN THE COMMITI'EE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill, H.R. 1415, 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
years 1992 and 1993 for the Department 
of State, and for other purposes, with 
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Mr. NAGLE, Chairman pro tempore, in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. When 

the Committee of the Whole rose on 
Tuesday, May 14, 1991, all time for gen
eral debate had expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the Committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute now printed in the reported bill 
shall be considered by parts of titles as 
an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment. 

It shall be in order to consider en 
bloc amendments offered by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN]. 
Said amendments en bloc shall not be 
subject to a demand for a division of 
the question and may amend portions 
of said substitute not yet considered 
for amendment. 

It shall be in order to consider en 
bloc amendments offered by the gentle
woman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] or her 
designee. Said amendments en bloc 
shall not be subject to a demand for a 
division of the question and may 
amend portions of said substitute not 
yet considered for amendment. 

The Clerk will report section 1. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the "Foreign Re

lations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1992 
and 1993". 

EN BLOC AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. 
BERMAN 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
en bloc amendments authorized by the 
rule. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
En bloc amendments offered by Mr. BER

MAN: 
Page 19, line 14, insert "appropriations 

and" after "subject to" . 
Page 25, after line 25, insert the following: 
"(e) lMPLEMENTATION.-ln order to carry 

out this section, the Secretary of State shall 
reprogram the position of Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for South Asian Affairs.". 

Page 29, line 11, strike "who is not" and in
sert "unless there is reason to believe that 
the alien is". 

Page 35, strike line 1 and all that follows 
through line 25 on page 41. 

Page 60, after line 12, insert the following: 
SEC. 172. HOUSING BENEFITS OF THE UNITED 

STATES MISSION TO THE UNITED 
NATIONS. 

(a) REVIEW.-The Secretary of State shall 
direct the United States Mission to the Unit
ed Nations to conduct a review and evalua
tion of policies and procedures for the provi
sion of housing benefits (including leased 
housing, housing allowance, differential pay
ments, or any comparable benefit) to United 
States Government personnel assigned to the 
United States Mission to the United Nations. 
Such review shall consider the December 1989 
recommendations of the Inspector General of 
the Department of State concerning the 
housing benefits issue. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of State shall submit a com
prehensive report of the findings of such re
view and evaluation to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa
tives and the Committee on Foreign Rela-

tions of the Senate. Such report shall 
include-

(1) a summary of all leased housing policy 
changes; and 

(2) information concerning the implemen
tation of recommendations of the Inspector 
General for the Department of State in De
cember 1989, including an explanation for not 
implementing any recommendation. 

Page 63, line 24, insert "review and" before 
"selection". 

Page 64, strike line 20, and insert "DELE
TIONS, AND REVISIONS.". 

Page 64, line 22, strike "October 1, 1991," 
and nsert "180 days after the date of the en
actment of this title,". 

Page 64, line 24, after "procedures", insert 
", consistent with the requirements of the 
originating agency pursuant to this title,". 

Page 65, line 10, strike "Secretary of 
State" and insert "Historian". 

Page 66, after line 10, insert the following: 
"(2) If the Historian determines that the 

meaning of the records proposed for inclu
sion in a volume of the FRUS series would be 
so altered or changed by deletions made 
under paragraph (1) that publication in that 
condition could be misleading or lead to an 
inaccurate or incomplete historical record, 
then the Historian shall take steps to 
achieve a satisfactory resolution of the prob
lem with the originating agency. 

Page 66, line 11, strike "(2)" and insert 
"(3)". 

Page 66, strike line 16 and insert "sub
section (a)(3) that the selection of documents 
could". 

Page 66, line 21, strike "(3)" and insert 
"(4)". 

Page 67, line 1, strike "(4) and insert "(5)". 
Page 67, strike line 13 and all that follows 

through line 2 on page 68 and insert the fol
lowing: 

"(1) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued as requiring access to or publication 
of information for which the President as
serts a claim of privilege under the Constitu
tion or laws of the United States. 

"(2) A department, agency, or entity of the 
United States may withhold information 
based on a claim of privilege only if explic
itly instructed to do so by the President. 

"(3) If the President instructs a depart
ment, agency, or entity of the United States 
to withhold information based on a claim of 
privilege-

"(A) a note to this effect shall be made at 
the appropriate place in the FRUS series; 
and 

"(B) the President shall notify Congress, in 
writing, describing the nature of the records 
in question and the justification for with
holding them. 
~ge 69, lines 6 and 7, strike "Such mem

bers shall serve at the pleasure of the Sec
retary". 

Page 72, line 6, strike "Department of 
State" and insert "United States". 

Page 73, line 16, strike "each classified doc
ument" and insert "classified documents". 

Page 73, strike line 20, and insert "years 
after preparation of the document.". 

Page 74, line 8, insert "(1)" before "In". 
Page 74, after line 15, insert the following: 

(2) If the Secretary cannot reasonably meet 
the requirements of paragraph (1), the Sec
retary shall notify the Committee on For
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives and indicate how the De
partment of State plans to meet the require
ments of paragraph (1). In no event shall vol
umes subject to paragraph (1) be published 
later than 5 years after the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

Page 82, after line 10, insert the following: 
SEC. 190. REPORT CONCERNING MILLER PRIN· 

' CIPLES. 
(a) REPORT.-Not later than two years 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of State shall submit a report 
to the Congress and to the Secretariat of the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development, describing whether United 
States nationals operating industrial co
operation projects in the People's Republic 
of China and Tibet are-

(1)(A) using goods, wares, articles, and 
merchandise that are mined, produced, or 
manufactured, in whole or in part, by con
vict labor or forced labor, or (B) using forced 
labor in an industrial cooperation project; 

(2)(A) allowing political or religious views, 
sex, ethnic or national background, involve
ment in political activities or nonviolent 
demonstrations, or association with sus
pected or known dissidents to influence hir
ing, lead to harassment, demotion, or dismis
sal, or in any way affect the status or terms 
of employment at an industrial cooperation 
project, and (B) discriminating in terms or 
conditions of employment in an industrial 
cooperation project against persons with 
past records of arrests or internal exile for 
nonviolent protest or membership in unoffi
cial organizations committed to non
violence; 

(3) seeking to ensure that methods of pro
duction used in an industrial cooperation 
project do not pose an unnecessary physical 
danger to workers and neighboring popu
lations and property and are seeking to pre
vent unnecessary risks by an industrial co
operation project to the surrounding envi
ronment, including by consulting with com
munity leaders regarding environmental pro
tection with respect to an industrial co
operation project; 

(4) able to use as potential partners in an 
industrial cooperation project, business en
terprises that are not controlled by the Peo
ple's Republic of China or its authorized 
agents and departments; 

(5) forced to allow a military presence on 
the premises of an industrial cooperation 
project; 

(6) able to promote freedom of association 
and assembly among the employees of the 
United States national; 

(7) able to discourage or prevent compul
sory political indoctrination programs from 
taking place on the premises of the oper
ations of an industrial cooperation project; 
and 

(8) able to promote freedom of expression, 
including the freedom to seek, receive and 
impart information and ideas of all kinds, 
regardless of frontiers, either orally, in writ
ing or in print, in the form of art, or through 
any media. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

(1) the term "industrial cooperation 
project" means a for-profit activity the busi
ness operations of which employ more than 
25 individuals or have assets greater than 
$25,000 in value; and 

(2) the term "United States national" 
means-

(A) a citizen or national of the United 
States, or 

(B) a corporation, partnership, and other 
business association organized under the 
laws of the United States, any State of the 
United States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Com
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
or any other territory or possession of the 
United States. 
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Page 98, after line 6, insert the following: 

SEC. 218. ELIGmiLITY OF NED FOR GRANTS. 
Section 504 of the National Endowment for 

Democracy Act (22 U.S.C. 4413) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 

"(j) After January 31, 1993, an individual 
who is an officer or employee of the Free 
Trade Union Institute, the Center for Inter
national Private Enterprise, the Republican 
Institute for International Affairs, or the 
Democratic Institute for International Af
fairs may not serve as a member of the 
Board of Directors or as an officer or em
ployee of the Endownment.". 

Page 100, after line 6, insert the following: 
SEC. 242. TELEVISION BROADCASTING TO CUBA 

ACT. 
Section 247 of the Television Broadcasting 

to Cuba Act (22 U.S.C. 1465ee) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

"(C) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.-Amounts ap
propriated to carry out the purposes of this 
part are authorized to remain available until 
expended.". 

Page 104, line 12, insert "(a) REPORT.-" be
fore "Not". 

Page 104, after line 21, insert the following: 
(b) REPORT ON EXPANSION OF UNITED 

STATES PRESENCE IN THE SOVIET REPUB
LICS.-

(1) Not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State shall prepare and submit a report to 
the Congress on the feasibility of expanding 
and enhancing the United States presence in 
the Republics of the Soviet Union. Such re
port shall consider-

(A) the diplomatic, legal, and economic ob
stacles to the expansion of United States pri
vate sector investment in the various Soviet 
Republics; and 

(B) the establishment in the Soviet Repub
lics of branches of the United States Em
bassy in Moscow, or other approaches which 
would meet the desire of certain republics 
for improved economic relations with the 
United States. 

(2) The report under paragraph (1) shall 
also consider whether it is feasible and ap
propriate to appoint a cultural representa
tive to any Soviet Republic which requests 
such a representative. Such a cultural rep
resentative to a Soviet Republic would work 
to expand United States cultural contacts 
and citizen exchange programs with the Re
public. Cultural representatives would make 
a concerted effort to foster nongovernmental 
funding for such exchanges. 

Page 104, line 12, inset "(a) REPORT.-" be
fore "Not". 

Page 104, after line 21, insert the following: 
(b) REPORT OF U.S. PRESENCE IN THE SOVIET 

UNION.-
Not later than 180 days after the date of 

the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State shall report to Congress on the fea
sibility of expanding and enhancing the 
United States presence in the Republics of 
the Soviet Union. Such a report may include, 
but shall not be limited to, investigations 
into diplomatic, legal, and economic obsta
cles to the expansion of United States pri
vate sector investment in the various repub
lics and the establishment of branches of the 
United States Embassy in Moscow, or other 
approaches which would meet the desire of 
certain republica for improved economic re
lations with the United States. The Sec
retary shall also include in the report the 
feasibility and appropriateness of appointing 
a cultural representative to any Republic of 
the Soviet Union that requests such a rep
resentative to expand United States cultural 
contacts and citizen exchange programs with 

such republic. Such representatives would 
make a concerted effort to foster nongovern
mental funding for such exchanges. 

Page 32, after line 18, insert the following: 
SEC. 133. POSSmLE MOSCOW EMBASSY SECURITY 

BREACH. 
Not later than 90 days after the date of the 

enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State shall prepare and submit to the Con
gress a report on the extent to which United 
States assets were compromised by Soviet 
"firefighters" in the March 1991 fire at the 
United States embassy complex in Moscow. 
Such report shall include an accounting of 
the embassy's political, military, commu
nications, and intelligence capabilities, and 
shall be submitted in classified, as well as 
unclassified, form. 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the en blgc amendments be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 

introduced and we have before us now a 
series of amendments authorized by 
the rule and adopted for this bill, 
amendments which have been agreed to 
by the minority, by the gentlewoman 
from Maine [Ms. SNOWE], and I will just 
take one moment to specify the spe
cific amendments included in the en 
bloc amendments. 

The first amendment deals with 
budget authority issues. It is a tech
nical amendment which makes the 
amounts authorized in this bill subject 
to appropriations. 

The second amendment relating to 
the Assistant Secretary for South 
Asian Affairs created by this legisla
tion provides for reprogramming a po
sition in order to create the Assistant 
Secretary's slot. 

The third amendment was requested 
by the Committee on the Judiciary re
lating to the automated visa look-out 
system in title I, section 126 of the bill, 
which would allow the listing of per
sons on the basis of reason to believe 
their excludability. 

The fourth amendment is a technical 
amendment to delete section 144 at the 
request of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, a provision regarding retire
ment and eligibility of Federal employ
ees who transfer to international orga
nizations. 

The fifth amendment was originally 
proposed by the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH] relating to housing bene
fits of the U.S. mission to the. United 
Nations. We are including the Kasich 
amendment in the en bloc amend
ments, and this new section would re
quire the State Department to conduct 
the review and evaluation of housing 
benefits for U.S. Government personnel 
assigned by the U.S. mission to the 
United Nations, and a report to the 
Congress on the results of this study. 

The sixth amendment of the en bloc 
amendments relates to the "Foreign 

Relations of the United States" histor
ical series. This amendment provides 
technical clarification and meets the 
remaining administration concerns on 
this subject. 

The next amendment is referred to as 
the "Report on the Miller Principles." 
The gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
MILLER] had legislation originally in 
the bill that was going to be shifted to 
the foreign aid bill, and instead he has 
offered it as a substitute and we are in
cluding in the en bloc amendments a 
new section which requires the State 
Department to report on whether or 
not human rights principles are being 
observed in United States industrial 
cooperation projects in China and 
Tibet. 

The next amendment is an amend
ment proposed by the ranking minority 
member of the subcommittee, the gen
tlewoman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE], re
lating to the National Endowment for 
Democracy. This amendment requires 
that NED phase out the practice of 
having NED grantees serve as NED 
board members or employees. 

The next amendment relates to TV 
Marti, and it provides a parallel sec
tion authorizing no year funding for 
TV Marti, the same as we now have in 
law for Radio Marti. 

The next amendment in the en bloc . 
amendments relates to United States 
presence in Soviet Republics, and it re
quires that the State Department re
port on expanding the United States 
presence in Soviet Republics within 90 
days after the enactment of this legis
lation. 

The last of the amendments in this 
en bloc amendment is the amendment 
originally proposed by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] regard
ing a report on the recent fire at the 
Moscow Embassy. This provision would 
require a State Department report on 
the extent of the penetration of the 
Embassy in Moscow during the recent 
fire. 

Mr. Chairman, that constitutes an 
explanation of each of the amendments 
contained in the en bloc amendment. 
As I mentioned at the beginning, it is 
my understanding that the minority 
has no objection to those amendments. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the en bloc amendments, 
and I want to concur with the state
ment of the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BERMAN], the chairman of the sub
committee, in his statement that we 
have used en bloc amendments as a 
means of expediting consideration of 
this legislation. The minority has sup
ported the provisions that are con
tained in the en bloc amendments. The 
en bloc amendments contain a number 
of technical corrections to the bill that 
are noncontroversial. They are consen
sus amendments, and I urge their adop
tion. 
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the floor 
manager, is this the en bloc amend
ments that would contain the Solomon 
amendment? 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
last of the amendments in the en bloc 
amendments, which I mentioned, spe
cifically includes the exact language 
that the gentleman from New York is 
planning to offer as a separate amend
ment relating to the fire at the Moscow 
Embassy and requiring a report by the 
State Department on the extent of So
viet penetration as a result of that fire. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. If I might be rec
ognized just to speak on that portion of 
the en bloc amendment for a moment. 

Mr. Chairman, on March 28, the So
viet KGB agents posed as firemen and 
went into the United States Embassy 
along with other so-called firefighters, 
only they did not help in putting out 
the fire. Instead they actually col
lected documents, secret materials 
from safes, sabotaged secure telephones 
and communications equipment items, 
and removed them from the building. 

In fact, one of the KGB agents tried 
to leave the Embassy with Deputy 
Chief of Mission John Joyce's brief
case. Some firefighters. 

Needless to say, Mr. Chairman, this 
is an inconvenient moment for the 
United States' most important asset 
for monitoring events in the Soviet 
Union to actually go up in smoke as it 
did. This, coupled with the fact that 
the newly built Embassy adjacent to 
the old Embassy is completely inoper
able, which we will be debating a little 
bit later on this bill, due to all the 
electronic listening devices that were 
found embedded in that building. To 
date, it is not clear what caused the 
fire that destroyed our Embassy's po
litical, military and our intelligence 
offices. It is also unclear whether the 
Soviet Government was involved in the 
arson or not, and we will not accuse 
them of it since we do not know for 
sure. 

What is clear is that the Kremlin is 
the prime beneficiary of this devastat
ing impact this blaze will have on the 
U.S. Embassy's operations, and that is 
why I am offering an amendment for a 
report on possible security breaches. 

The amendment will ask that the 
Secretary of State prepare and submit 
to this Congress on the extent of Unit
ed States assets that were com
promised by the Soviet KGB fire
fighters in the March 1991 Embassy 
fire. This report will include an ac
counting of the Embassy's political, 
military, communications and intel
ligence capabilities, and that is really 
all it does. 

I appreciate the subcommittee chair
man and the ranking Republican for 
accepting this amendment in their en 
bloc group. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendments en bloc offered by the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BER
MAN]. 

The amendment en bloc were agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT EN BLOC OFFERED BY MS. SNOWE 
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

amendments en bloc explicitly made in 
oder under the rule. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments en bloc offered by Ms. SNOWE: 
Strike paragraph (7) of section lOl(a). 
Strike section 132 and insert in lieu thereof 

the following: 
SEC. 132. MOSCOW EMBASSY SECURITY. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Section 401(a) of the Diplomatic Security 
Act (22 U.S.C. 4851) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (4) by striking "Amounts" 
and inserting ''Except as provided in para
graph (5), amounts"; and 

(2) by adding after paragraph (4) the follow
ing new paragraph (5): 

(5) MOSCOW EMBASSY SECURITY.-Of the 
amounts authorized in paragraph (4), 
$130,000,000 shall be available for fiscal year 
1993 only for the costs of deconstruction of 
the partially constructed new chancery of 
the United States Embassy in Moscow to the 
basement level and reconstruction of a new 
chancery on the same site.". 

(b) ExTRAORDINARY SECURITY SAFE
GUARDS.-

(1) In carrying out the reconstruction 
project under section 401(a)(5) of the Diplo
matic Security Act (as amended by sub
section (a) of this section), the Secretary of 
State shall ensure that extraordinary secu
rity safeguards are implemented with re
spect to all aspects of security, including 
materials, logistics, construction methods, 
and site access. 

(2) Such extraordinary security safeguards 
under paragraph (1) shall include the follow
ing: 

(A) Exclusive United States control over 
the site during reconstruction. 

(B) Exclusive use of United States or non
Soviet materials and workmanship with re
spect to the new chancery structure. 

(C) To the extent feasible, prefabrication 
in the United States of major portions of the 
new chancery. 

(D) Exclusive United States control over 
construction materials during the entire 
logistical process of reconstruction. 

(C) UNITED STATES-SOVIET RECIPROCITY 
CONCERNING OCCUPANCY OF NEW CHANCERY 
BUILDING.-

(!) Subject to section 151 of the Foreign 
Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 
1988 and 1989, and paragraph (a) under De
partment of State, "Acquisition, Operation, 
and Maintenance of Building Abroad" of 
Public Law 99-aB, the Secretary of State may 
not permit the Soviet Union to use or occupy 
the new chancery, protocol, and consular 
buildings at its new embassy complex in 
Washington, District of Columbia, or any 
other new facility in the Washington metro
politan area, until-

(A) the reconstruction project under sec
tion 401(a)(5) of the Diplomatic Security Act 
(as amended by subsection (a) of this section) 
has been completed and the new chancery 
building for the United States Embassy in 
Moscow is ready for occupancy; and 

(B) The Secretary of State and the Direc
tor of Central Intelligence certify, on the 
basis of the best available information, that 
the new chancery building for the United 
States Embassy in Moscow provides a secure 
working environment for all sensitive diplo
matic activities from unclassified but sen
sitive functions to the most highly classified 
functions, provides adequate secure or 
securable office space for future mission 
needs, and can be safely and securely occu
pied by the United States and use for its in
tended purpose. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Section 304 of Public Law 100-202 (The 

Department of Commerce, Justice, and 
State, the Judiciary and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1988) is repealed. 

(2) Section 154 of Public Law 99-93 (The 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1986 and 1987) is amended by striking 
out subsection (a). 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Tbis section shall 
take effect October 1, 1991. 

Ms. SNOWE (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendments en bloc be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Maine? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, the 

amendment that I am offering, which 
is called the Snowe-Moscow amend
ment, would require the complete tear
down and reconstruction of the Em
bassy in Moscow, and it would replace 
the so-called top hat approach to secu
rity at this most important, most sen
sitive of all of our posts worldwide. 

My amendment would require the 
Secretary of State and the Director of 
the Central Intelligence Agency to cer
tify jointly on the security of the 
structure. It strengthens the existing 
prohibition on the Soviet access to Mt. 
Alto facilities until such time as we 
are able to occupy a new and secure 
Embassy in Moscow. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like briefly 
for a moment to explain how we ar
rived at this juncture. I have worked 
on this issue for 6 years, since then
chairman of the subcommittee, Dan 
Mica, and I suspended the construction 
on a new office building when it was 
determined that the Soviets had fully 
compromised that facility. 

In the last 4 years, we have been re
viewing every option and every alter
native possible. We gave the Reagan 
administration the opportunity to re
view exhaustively all the alternatives, 
and they recommended teardown. The 
Bush administration reviewed it ex
haustively and they recommended 
teardown. 

We even gave money to the State De
partment, and they reviewed it 
through an independent contractor and 
they recommended teardown. Even in 
the State Department's budget request 
this February, they asked in their own 
words for funds to demolish the exist
ing building and begin construction of 
a new facility. So we kept returning to 
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teardown as the best and the only ef
fective method. 

I have worked on this issue for a very 
long time. I have looked at all of the 
issues. We have had independent re
view. And I cannot in good conscience 
stand here today and recommend any
thing other than teardown. We thought 
it would be the last resort. That is why 
we gave the State Department more 
than 4 years to examine this issue and 
look at it from all dimensions. 

What we need to understand here is 
that this facility was thoroughly com
promised by the Soviets because the 
State Department gave full and 
l.mabated access to the Soviets for com
plete construction of this building, off
site as well as onsite. Therefore, they 
were able to develop a very creative ap
proach in compromising this Embassy. 

All I can say is they designed it to 
make it very difficult, if not impos~ 
sible, to remove the bugging devices. 
So remember one thing during the 
course of this debate. This new build
ing is not one which has had listening 
devices implanted. This building is a 
listening device. 

The top hat proposal keeps the ma
jority of the KGB-bugged Embassy in 
place, reconstructing only the top 
floors, and then adding two additional 
floors to heighten the new office build
ing that is partially constructed. So, 
one, we have. a solution for solution's 
sake and on the other hand, with tear
down, we have the right solution which 
everybody agrees to. 

There have been numerous Central 
Intelligence Agency reports, time and 
again. I have had conversations in 
meetings with analysts within the 
agency regarding the Embassy. They 
all support teardown. 

Now, I understand that Secretary of 
State Baker and the Director of the 
Central Intelligence Agency, Webster, 
wrote an endorsement of top hat. They 
said, and I quote: 

We have both stated to the Congress that 
the best solution from a security standpoint 
would be to avoid the use of the existing So
viet-built structure. 

So their endorsement of top hat is 
lukewarm and backhanded at best. 

The fact is that no one can guarantee 
the security of top hat. Technical ana
lysts still have not fully determined 
the nature of the bugging devices in 
the Embassy. Therefore, we have not 
developed effective countermeasures. 

Members should ask themselves this: 
Should we be willing to cast our vote 
in favor of an alternative to allow our 
personnel to continue to work in a 
KGB-built facility that has already 
b~en completely compromised? 

The proponents of top hat, including 
the Secretary of State and the Director 
of the Central Intelligence Agency, ac
knowledge that the success of top hat 
is contingent on one key factor. And as 
they wrote in their letter to us, and I 
quote, "Iron-clad security procedural 

rules will be followed pertaining to use 
of the remaining floors." Well, the cer
titude of that statement simply cannot 
be had, given the State Department's 
abysmal record on security. That is the 
reason why we are in the difficulty 
that we are in today, because they ig
nored standard security procedures. 

They ignored all the guidance and ad
vice they were given and instructed to 
be given in terms of building this new 
office Embassy. In fact, the Depart
ment's record on security procedures is 
so abysmal that in testimony that was 
provided to the subcommittee on 
March 21, the State Department's own 
inspector general cited security fail
ures as the Department's single great
est deficiency. He harshly criticized 
poor training, poor equipment, poor 
program focus and, more importantly, 
apathy toward security at the State 
Department. 

Security simply is not part of the 
culture, and yet we are told that the 
success of top hat is contingent upon 
the Department's commitment to secu
rity. 

Now, another of top hat's failures is a 
documented shortage of secure space. 
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The Intelligence Committee has rec

ommended that we at least need 60,000 
square feet. Top hat is a full 20 percent 
short of that required amount. 

So to live with this shortage under 
the top hat proposal, they will have to 
use the thoroughly compromised areas 
of the office building for classified and 
sensitive materials and also for brief
ings, and so what we are going to have 
is a department that is not committed 
to security. We will have to use areas 
that have been thoroughly com
promised by the Soviets for the con
duct of classified and sensitive activi
ties. 

Top hat does not provide for expan
sion in the future. There is no flexibil
ity for the use of classified space over 
the next 40 to 50 years, and I might 
add, if it sounds incredulous to you 
about 40 to 50 years, I will tell you the 
agreement for the construction of this 
new office building began back in the 
1960's. Construction did not take place 
until1980. 

Now, proponents of top hat will say it 
is going to be cost savings, that that is 
an advantage for that proposal. That is 
interesting, because the State Depart
ment has provided their own in-house 
estimate of what it is going to cost to 
provide top hat as opposed to the tear
down. The teardown figures have been 
verified by even an independent con
tractor, but I might also add that the 
design work has not even begun on top 
hat. It cannot begin until this legisla
tion has been signed into law by the 
President. 

Design takes probably 6 months to a 
year. Design phase for teardown has al
ready begun. In fact, it is well under 

way. So I think that the cost savings is 
not even an argument when it comes to 
comparing top hat to teardown. 

Finally, I would say that when we 
talk about what we are going to get for 
our money, we are going to spend $215 
million, according to the State Depart
ment, under the top hat proposal to re
construct four floors, whereas, under 
the teardown, you get $280 million for 
eight secure floors. 

Finally, we say a time advantage. 
Well, again, the State Department 
said, well, with top hat we can move 
right in after this fire; we are going to 
be able to now move into this new Em
bassy much more quickly, into top hat. 
They said 4 years and 1 month. But 
they have not considered the design 
phase, which takes 6 months to a year. 
For teardown, it is 5 years, and the de
sign work has already begun, and it is 
almost completed. 

Finally and more importantly, the 
success of top hat depends on success
ful negotiations with the Soviets in 
order to get the additional airspace to 
heighten the building by two stories. 
Now, the State Department assures us 
that the Soviets will not demand ac
cess to the Mount Alto facilities, and 
that is an interesting statement com
ing from the State Department, be
cause they are already demanding ac
cess to the Mount Alto facility. 

More arrogantly is that the State De
partment has already allowed Soviet 
workers to use the Mount Alto facili
ties. In fact, they call them construc
tion workers. That is in direct viola
tion of the prohibition that this con
gress passed a few years ago, and if 
they are construction workers, I sup
pose we could say that those were real
ly Soviet firefighters who were tearing 
out the listening devices in the old Em
bassy building, trying to abscond with 
the briefcase and trying to steal classi
fied materials and rifling open safes. 

So, Mr. Chairman, what we are talk
ing about here is that in order to get 
an agreement with the Soviets on the 
airspace, we are going to have to give 
something up in return, and the fact is 
the State Department has already 
come to this committee and has asked 
for approval for a practice that they 
have already permitted the Soviets to 
engage in. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] 
has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. BERMAN and by 
unanimous consent, Ms. SNOWE was al
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min
utes.) 

Ms. SNOWE. Finally, Mr. Chairman, 
I find that the notion of rewarding the 
Soviets by allowing them access to 
Mount Alto is perverse and repugnant 
given the fact of what they did to our 
new office building in Moscow is going 
to cost the American taxpayers mil
lions and millions of dollars. 

Furthermore, it is what they have 
done to our personnel that work in the 
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present building in Moscow. It is a fire
trap. We have had two fires there since 
1987, and so it is the Soviets who are 
responsible for the fact that our Amer
ican personnel have to continue to 
work in that Embassy, because we were 
not able to complete it because of the 
fact that they have bugged it so com
pletely that we cannot move in to con
duct our work in the Soviet Union. 

One final point, the Secretary of 
State and the Director of the CIA both 
indicated that teardown was the pre
ferred solution. So they are not rec
ommending or endorsing top hat be
cause it is the best solution, the most 
effective solution, to our problem, or 
the most secure sol uti on in the con
duct of our activities in the Soviet 
Union. They are recommending top hat 
because they are saying. ''This is the 
only thing that we can get through 
Congress." In fact, in their letter to 
the members of the committee, they 
said, "Efforts to obtain funding for 
teardown and rebuild option have been 
unavailing," so what they are saying 
is, "Yes, we support teardown, we 
think that is the best approach, but we 
do not think .that Congress is going to 
give us the money to do it. So, there
fore, we are coming up with a lesser al
ternative." 

I would ask the Members to consider 
what is right in these circumstances, 
to look at the facts as I have for 4 
years. 

Back in 1987, I voted against tear
down so that we could respect the proc
ess within the Department to come up 
with the best solution. The burden is 
on us. They are saying it is up to us. It 
is our call in terms of what is right, 
and I am in hopes that we will make 
the right decision, because ultimately 
if we make the wrong decision, the bur
den is going to be placed on Congress' 
doorstep. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. SNOWE. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like just to recognize publicly what I 
know to be the case, and that is that 
there is probably nobody else in the 
Chamber who has spent more time on 
this subject than the gentlewoman 
from Maine. She has been the ranking 
Republican on the subcommittee for 6 
years or 5 years, and this issue came up 
early in that period of time. No one 
else presently in the chamber has spent 
as much time on it. 

For purposes of just this colloquy, I 
would like to see if we can establish 
some parameters for the debate issues 
that there is agreement on. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] 
has again expired. 

(At the request of Mr. BERMAN and by 
unanimous consent, Ms. SNOWE was al
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. BERMAN. If the gentlewoman 
will yield further, my first question is: 
Is it the gentlewoman's understanding, 
because it is mine from the intel
ligence agencies in a form that we are 
allowed to reveal on this floor, that 
looking at the chart that she has there, 
that under the top hat proposal, the 
48,000 square feet of new secure space 
with, I noticed, the editorial quotes 
around the world "secure," compared 
to the teardown-rebuild proposal, the 
60,000 square feet, that there is no dis
pute that that 48,000 would be as secure 
as the 60,000? We are keeping the exist
ing foundation and the basement even 
under the teardown-rebuild option, so 
as to those two proposals, are they of 
equal security under the proposals? Is 
that a fair statement? 

Ms. SNOWE. I think that is a fair 
statement. The problem goes further. 

Mr. BERMAN. Is it also not a fair 
statement to say that in the present 
deplorable existing office building, the 
amount of secure space is approxi
mately one-eighth, maybe as much as 
one-tenth, as little as the proposal 
under top hat? 

Ms. SNOWE. Yes. But that is the 
problem, is that when this new office 
building was proposed to be con
structed, it was recommended by the 
Central Intelligence Agency for 60,000 
square feet. We have completed a dec
ade in which this building should have 
been completed. So the point is we are 
now saying we are going to go to 48,000 
square feet for classified purposes. 

If we ever want to expand in the fu
ture, we are going to have to go down 
under top hat into the areas that have 
been thoroughly compromised by the 
Soviets for the conduct of sensitive ac
tivities which I think all of us would 
say are also important even if they are 
not classified, because it makes a dif
ference in how you can perform and 
function as an American in that Em
bassy. 

In addition to that, in order to ex
pand their ability to conduct classified 
activities, they are going to have to 
use this area, and I think it is well 
known that we have not determined 
how we can develop countermeasures, 
so we will know that is not always se
cure. 

Mr. BERMAN. If the gentlewoman 
will yield to me once again, the issue of 
whether that 48,000 square feet is ade
quate is certainly an issue that is ap
propriate for debate and one around 
which there is controversy. 
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Ms. SNOWE. But it is part of an 8-

story building; in the gentleman's case 
it is 10 stories, ours is 8 stories. What 
the gentleman is saying, he is just 
looking at the four floors, but we have 
the rest of the building to talk about. 

Mr. BERMAN. Well, if the gentle
woman will yield further, I only want
ed to try to establish the parameters of 
this debate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Maine has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. BERMAN, and 
by unanimous consent, Ms. SNOWE was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentlewoman will yield further, I want 
to establish some parameters for the 
debate; one, which the gentlewoman 
has already indicated that she feels as 
well as I do, that the top four floors 
under top hat have the same level of 
security protection as the teardown 
rebuild part. 

Ms. SNOWE. We have the rec
ommendation of the CIA on that part. 

Mr. BERMAN. Second, that the 48,000 
square feet-and we can debate and 
perhaps will debate whether or not it is 
adequate-·but that it is 8 or 10 times 
more than the 5,000 or so square feet of 
present space in the Moscow Embassy. 

Ms. SNOWE. But it is less than what 
was originally proposed 20 years ago; so 
now we are 20 years later and we are 
still saying 48,000, which is less than 
the 60,000 proposed 20 years ago. This 
agreement was signed in 1972. 

Mr. BERMAN. I appreciate that. I do 
not argue with what was recommended. 
All I wanted to do was set a framework 
for the debate, that even under top hat 
there is a massive, massive increase in 
the amount of secure space, certainly 
not as much in the teardown-rebuild 
option, but a massive multiple increase 
in space. 

Ms. SNOWE. Well, I would say then 
to the members of the committee that 
we are now having 48,000 square feet 
under top hat sitting atop almost 52 or 
60,000 square feet that has been thor
oughly compromised; so you cannot 
isolate the top floors from the problem 
that exists on the bottom floors. 

In addition to that, you have got to 
get obviously the two stories, you have 
to get an agreement from the Soviets 
for that additional air space, which is 
another part of the problem that we 
have not talked about in terms of time. 

Mr. BERMAN. All those points are 
legitimate to make. They will be am
plified further presumably in this de
bate. 

I just simply wanted to indicate to 
the body that there is a consensus on 
those two issues, that on both options 
there is a significant, and under tear
down an even more significant, in
crease in secure space from the exist
ing office building and the issue of the 
top four floors versus the building, 
same level of security. 

Ms. SNOWE. Well, I would remind 
the Members that when this new office 
building was first proposed more than 
20 years ago, it was intended to replace 
the old office building that we are pres
ently in; so now the State Department 
will continue with that present office 
building, so there is an abundance of 
unclassified space, and then we are 
going to have the new office building of 
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100,000 square feet and another perhaps 
60,000 square feet of unclassified space 
under top hat; and yet we are going to 
have so little in terms of secure space, 
by the recommendations of the Central 
Intelligence Agency more than 20 years 
ago, and now we are coming in for less. 

This building has to last for 40 to 50 
years, and I think people ought to rec
ognize that, in terms of the long-term 
needs of this country, given the dif
ficulties that we have had in construct
ing this facility-which began in the 
early 1960's and we ultimately reached 
the conclusion of the building in 1980--
in terms of construction, it has taken 
us that long, and that is why we have 
to go with the most effective way. 

In addition, I would also add that 
under top hat you have to spend $215 
million for four floors, and $280 million 
for complete restoration. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BERMAN TO THE 
AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MS. SNOWE 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the amendments en 
bloc. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BERMAN to the 

amendments en bloc offered by Ms. SNOWE: 
Page 1, after "Strike paragraph (7) of sec

tion 101(a)" insert "and insert the following: 
(7) Moscow EMBASSY.-Subject to the pro

visions of section 132, for construction of a 
new United States Embassy office building 
in Moscow, Soviet Union, $130,000,000 for fis
cal year 1992 and such sums as may be nec
essary for fiscal year 1993. 

Page 1, strike . subsection (a) (lines 2 
through 16) and insert the following (and re
designate subsections as may be appro
priate): 

(a) LIMITATION.-Amounts authorized to be 
appropriated under section 101(a)(7) shall be 
available for obligation and expenditure sub
ject to the provisions of this section. 

(b) COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.-
(1) Not later than 180 days after the date of 

enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State, in coordination with the heads of 
other appropriate Government agencies, 
shall prepare and submit to the appropriate 
committees of the Congress, a comprehen
sive plan which sets forth current and future 
space requirements for the United States 
Mission in Moscow and how such require
ments will be met. 

(2) In addition to such other information as 
the Secretary of State considers necessary 
and appropriate, such plan shall include de
tailed information concerning requirements 
for: 

(A) United States constructed and secure 
office space to house all classified or sen
sitive activities from the most secure to un
classified but sensitive functions; 

(B) unclassified nonsensitive office func
tions; 

(C) staff housing that is physically safe, se
cure, and adequate for the needs of the entire 
United States Mission, both permanent and 
transient; 

(D) secure and unsecured warehousing; 
(E) recreational fac111ties; 
(F) expanded activities of the United 

States Information Agency, including offices 
and cultural activities; 

(G) expanded consular activities of the 
Mission; 

(H) expanded activities of the Foreign 
Commercial Service/Department of Com
merce; and 

(I) all other anticipated United States Gov
ernment space requirements. 

(C) IMPLEMENTING DoCUMENTS.-The Sec
retary of State shall make available to the 
appropriate committees of Congress copies of 
all agreements, including memoranda of un
derstanding, exchanges of letters and all 
other written agreements with the govern
ments of the Soviet Union, the Russian Re
public, and the City of Moscow necessary to 
implement the comprehensive plan under 
subsection (b). 

(d) REPORT.-
(1) Not later than 60 days before the obliga

tion or expenditure of any funds authorized 
to be appropriated under section 101(a)(7), 
the Secretary of State and the Director of 
Central Intelligence shall submit to the ap
propriate committees of the Congress a joint 
written report on alternative approaches to 
the reconstruction of the new office building 
at the United States embassy in Moscow (as 
authorized under section 101(a)(7)). 

(2) CONTENTS OF REPORT.-The report under 
paragraph (1) shall contain a detailed com
parison of the relative advantages and dis
advantages of all alternatives considered 
with respect to the new office building at the 
United States embassy in Moscow and shall 
identify the alternative selected for imple
mentation. Such report shall include an 
analysis of the following factors: 

(A) Estimated cost of completion, based on 
comparable levels of fit, finish, and equip
ment. 

(B) Estimated time to completion. 
(C) Total amount of secure and nonsecure 

space available for office and other func
tions. 

(D) Whether classified or sensitive func
tions would be conducted in nonsecure areas, 
and, if so, how the conduct of such functions 
would be made secure. 

(E) Whether, and to what extent, embassy 
functions or normal work practices would 
have to be rearranged in order to accommo
date limitations on secure space. 

Page 2, lines 2 through 4, strike "under sec
tion 401(a)(5) of the Diplomatic Security Act 
(as amended by subsection (a) of this sec
tion)". 

Page 2, strike paragraph (2)(B) on lines 13 
through 15, and insert the following (and re
designate as appropriate): 

(B) Exclusive use of United States or non
Soviet materials with respect to the new 
chancery structure. 

(C) Exclusive use of United States work
manship with respect to the new chancery 
structure. 

Page 2, line 22, strike "Subject to section 
151" and all that follows through subpara
graph (A) on line 10 of page 3, and insert the 
following: 
The Secretary of State may not permit the 
Soviet Union to use any new office building 
at the Soviet Union's new Mount Alto em
bassy complex in Washington, District of Co
lumbia, or any other new facility in the 
Washington metropolitan area, until-

(A) the new chancery building for the Unit
ed States Embassy in Moscow is ready for 
occupancy; 

(B) the Soviet Union agrees to provide full 
reimbursement (in the form of cash pay
ment, property, or other goods and services 
of real monetary value) to the United States 
for costs incurred by the United States as a 
result of the intelligence activities of the So
viet Union directed at the New United States 
Embassy in Moscow; and 

Page 4, after line 3, insert the following: 
(h) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this 

section, the term "appropriate committees 

of the Congress", means the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, the Committee on Appro
priations, and the Select Committee on In
telligence of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Committee on Appropriations, and the 
Committee on Intelligence of the Senate. 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, this is 

a very complicated and controversial 
issue. The gentlewoman from Maine in 
reciting the history that led to the of
fering of her amendment has indicated 
on a number of occasions in the sub
committee, in the full committee, in 
her Dear Colleague letters to the Mem- · 
bers of the House and on the floor, both 
yesterday and again this morning, that 
both Secretary Baker and CIA Director 
Webster would prefer the teardown-re
build option if they could have their 
way; but that because they have not 
been able to get the Congress of the 
United States to support and fund that 
alternative, they have now in effect 
capitulated to the realities of the polit
ical situation here in the Congress and 
are offering an alternative called top 
hat to get this issue off the dime. 

The amendment that I have offered 
says: Let us try and extricate ourselves 
from what has been a 4- or 5-year de
bate on what to do about the abso
lutely deplorable, embarrassing, and 
really serious situation that now exists 
in Moscow as a result of the Soviet ac
tivities that the gentlewoman referred 
to, as a result of all the carelessness 
that took place in earlier efforts to try 
to deal with this Moscow Embassy. 

If this were not such a serious sub
ject, this would be a comedy of errors, 
starting back in 1969 when the first 
property agreements were negotiated 
between the Nixon administration and 
the Soviets. 

My amendment says let us get away 
from this debate. Even though the ad
ministration is now pushing top hat, 
even though the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee, with all Democrats and 
three Republicans supporting it, en
dorsed the administration's proposal 
for top hat, let us not risk further pa
ralysis, thereby leaving an absolutely 
intolerable condition in the existing of
fice building in Moscow, complicated 
even more by that fire. Let us find 
what everyone agrees the administra
tion might be able to obligate during 
the next fiscal year, that is, $130. mil
lion, strike all of the language of the 
majority in the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee which we put in at the request 
of the administration directing the top 
hat alternative, strike the language of
fered by the gentleman from Maine 
that recommends the teardown andre
build alternative, and give the admin-
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istration the chance, unfettered by the 
politics of this place, what the chair
man of an Appropriation Subcommit
tee might think or what the Appropria
tions Subcommittee chairman on the 
Senate side might think or what I 
think or what you think. Let us give 
them discretion to go with the option 
that in terms of security and costs and 
time-and time is very important
that meets our needs. I plan to read a 
number of reports from the inspector 
general and others regarding the 
present conditions in the existing of
fice building, and how terrible it is, and 
why no American should be assigned to 
work in these kinds of conditions. It 
will be years before we are ever able to 
get out of that condition, and how 
many years depends on how fast we 
act. Let us get rid of that whole debate 
and give the administration the discre
tion to develop the plan that it thinks 
meets our needs in all those consider
ations, security, cost, and time, come 
back to the Congress with a detailed 
notification, not for approval by the 
Congress. We are going to fund them 
now. We are going to go out there and 
give them the $130 million in author
ization, and then have the administra
tion come back, notify what they are 
going to do, certified by the Director of 
the Central Intelligence Agency and 
the Secretary of State that this meets 
our needs in security dealing with clas
sified and sensitive information and 
then either continue or start new 
plans. 

The options are made. We have two 
up here, top hat and teardown and re
build. Others have suggested getting 
out of this new office building alto
gether and building a new building. 
That could take 8 or 10 years, but 
might provide us the best opportunity 
for the kind of security that everybody 
would like to see, but at a tremendous 
cost to our present situation. 

D 1118 
So it could be said in response to this 

amendment, "Hah, very cute, you just 
give the discretion to the administra
tion, and when the appropriators come 
up here, we know what the Appropria
tions Subcommittee will say. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BER
MAN] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent Mr. BERMAN 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, it 
could be said that when the appropri
ators come up here, they will put con
ditions on the language funding top hat 
or the Senate will put conditions on 
their appropriations bill funding tear
down. Well, I have spoken with the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH], 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Ap
propriations, the gentleman to whom 
the gentlewoman from Maine has re
ferred as the single largest obstacle to 

the administration's preferences for 
teardown-rebuild, and he has assured 
me and would say on the floor today, 
except for the fact that he is at a fu
neral back in his district and he cannot 
be here today, that he would hereby 
pledge and represent to the committee 
that it is his intention to resist any ef
fort to legislate what option the ad
ministration must pursue, either in the 
bill that comes through the House 
later in the spring, the appropriations 
measure or in the conference commit
tee. 

He would likewise resist very strong
ly any effort to legislate the teardown
rebuild option that the gentlewoman 
from Maine prefers. He is willing at 
this particular point-and I suggest it 
is the appropriate thing to do-to meet 
the gentlewoman halfway. She has said 
over and over again that the adminis
tration, left to its own devices, able to 
choose, would choose teardown-rebuild. 
Let us give them the $130 million so we 
can get this process off the dime, let 
them tell us what they decide to do 
after they prepare their report on the 
alternatives, and let us move this and 
not let fiscal years 1992 and 1993 go by 
with more paralysis, failure to act and 
embarrassment to the Congress, to the 
administration, and to the United 
States, by letting this situation con
tinue. 

I think this is an offer made in good 
faith. This amendment is a perfecting 
amendment to the gentlewoman's 
amendment. I would ask her to seri
ously consider it as a way of letting us 
come to a conclusion on this issue. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gentle
woman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am somewhat sur
prised that the gentleman would offer 
this amendment because, in essence, it 
is suggesting that we should abdicate 
our responsibilities as Members of Con
gress. I know the chairman of the Sub
committee on Appropriations has ap
parently indicated to the gentleman 
that he would resist very strongly any 
attempts to place restrictions on any 
recommendation that came down from 
the State Department. We have had 
that option for quite some time, and he 
has not ever given that response to the 
State Department when it has rec
ommended teardown. In fact, in his 
statement on the floor yesterday he in
dicated that teardown simply was not 
an option. So, I see the gentleman's ap
proach as a de facto top hat approach 
because, obviously, the State Depart
ment came in with top down because of 
the response from the Committee on 
Appropriations. I mean that is basi
cally why we are here today, and they 
have said that. 

And I think that it is our responsibil
ity as Members of Congress to make a 
decision. 

I think the gentleman can appreciate 
this because he is a very hard-working, 
serious Member, well-respected mem
ber of this body, that if he worked on 
an issue for 6 years, he has all the 
facts, he has had two administrations 
that have worked on it, he has had an 
independent analysis all recommending 
the same proposal, and we are now say
ing Congress is going to abdicate its re
sponsibility and not vote on this issue. 
And I am surprised the gentleman 
would say, "Let the executive branch 
now make the recommendation, come 
back to Congress," and we will be 
where we were originally on this issue. 

They recommended in the budget re
quest in January for the teardown. 

Mr. BERMAN. Reclaiming my time 
so that I may be allowed to respond. 

I do not understand the gentle
woman's position. The major difference 
between what I am proposing and what 
has been done in past years is that 
nothing has been done in past years. 
We have had paralysis, we have had 
roadblocks, we have not funded any op
tion. We have been in a debate about 
which of many different options is the 
best option. 

I am saying let us finally get off the 
dime. We are authorizing in my amend
ment $130 million in year one, fiscal 
year 1992, and such sums as may be 
necessary in fiscal year 1993. The rea
son we are doing that is we are remov
ing our smaller authorization which 
was for top hat in fiscal year 1993. The 
administration has said all we can 
spend on whatever option we do is $130 
million in 1992. We have taken out the 
limit on 1993 that would have directed 
it toward top hat and authorized such 
sums as may be necessary. The chair
man of the Subcommittee on Appro
priations, a man who I do not think 
anyone in this House would suggest has 
ever said he would do something that 
he does not do, says, "I will fund that 
authorization. I will resist, I will forgo 
the opportunity to legislate my pref
erence-and there is no doubt what his 
preference is as there is no doubt what 
the gentlewoman's preference is--"I 
will forgo the opportunity to legislate 
top hat, I will resist any effort by peo
ple who have a different view to legis
late their alternative, and I will take 
the gentlewoman at her word in terms 
of her comments." The administration, 
given the money, would, the gentle
woman from Maine says, do teardown
rebuild. I do not know that she is right 
about that suggestion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BER
MAN] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BERMAN 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. BERMAN. I do not know that she 
is right, but I do know that if they are 
given the money and our process be
comes one of being notified do over
sight but not direct or block any spe-
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cific alternative, that argument goes 
out the window; the administration is 
no longer faced with, "How do we get 
through the appropriations process 
here? How do we get through appro
priations there?" 

My position is we should trust the 
administration, we assume they are 
going to do something that meets secu
rity standards, and we get this off the 
dime. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gentle
woman. 

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I know that the gen
tleman has worked on a number of is
sues, whether on the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs or on the Committee 
on the Judiciary; but if he worked on 
those issues for 6 years, I doubt he 
would recommend sending it back to 
the Justice Department, for example, 
on the immigration issue that the gen
tleman has worked on, because we can
not reach a consensus. We each have a 
vote here. We have all the facts. There 
has been a mass of them, time and 
again for the last 4 years. I say it is 
now our responsibility to make that 
decision. I gather that when the gen
tleman embraced top hat, he agrees to 
the merits of that proposal. he really 
has the votes, he is part of the major
ity. I have got the argument and the 
merits of my position. Let us debate 
the issue, let us vote on the issue. I 
think it is not only abdicating our re
sponsibility; it is an attempt in a polit
ical way to shift the burden of respon
sibility back to the department who 
had originally recommended the tear
down time and again. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word, and I rise 
in opposition to the Berman amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the perfecting Berman amendment in 
support of Representative SNOWE's 
amendment. That support is unwaver
ing. It is rooted in my strong convic
tion that acceptance of top hat any
thing other than outright rejection of 
top hat and moving to a tear down 
would be yet another in a long series of 
U.S. decisions to accept unsatisfactory 
and ultimately disastrous conditions 
for a new Moscow Embassy. 

Since the 1930's, we have, time and 
again, compromised on our preferred 
course of action, usually in order to 
make supposed progress toward com
pletion of a badly needed embassy. 
Each time, history showed those deci
sions to be tragically wrong. It is plain 
that this occasion would be no dif
ferent. Yet some in this House would, 
like lemmings, migrate to their own 
destruction. Stop and think. We must 
finally learn our lesson. We must fi
nally do what we know to be right, and 
not settle for a clearly inferior alter-

native, for something that will later 
cost us dearly. We must not bring down 
on this House and the Congress the 
blame for a certain disaster. 

Yes, this whole mess started 60 years 
ago. By the early 1930's, we already 
judged the current Embassy to be un
satisfactory. In 1934, Ambassador 
Bullitt wangled from Stalin a promise 
for prime land in the Lenin Hills-a far 
better site than the current one. Con
gress appropriated money, but Soviet 
negotiators stalled for years; when 
they finally were softening, we spent 
our funds elsewhere. We ceded rights to 
the land in 1939. 

It was another 20 years before we 
again raised the topic, in 1959, 2 years 
after the Soviets had begun searching 
for their own site here. It took 3 years 
to reach agreement in principle on an 
exchange of sites, and 7 years before we 
offered them one of the highest points 
in Washington, notable both for its 
view and its facilitation of communica
tions intercepts-Mount Alto. In turn, 
they offered us the site where the un
finished new building now stands. It 
was definitely less than optimal, and 
doubtless had been nominated by the 
KGB for this very reason. We accepted. 

For 2 years, we haggled over U.S. in
sistence that each party have full con
trol of its building site and construc
tion. The Soviets objected to this, and 
also sought to limit building height
they already had all the height they 
needed at Mount Alto. We finally 
agreed to break the impasse by accept
ing a Soviet proposal to negotiate in 
two stages: First on site exchange and 
then on construction conditions. The 
next year, Mount Alto formally was ex
changed for the Moscow property. But 
then, when it was too late to pull out, 
the Soviets dug in their heels on con
struction control, insisting that Soviet 
labor and materials be used as a matter 
of "cultural pride" and to preserve the 
architectural "spirit of Moscow." 

After the 1972 Nixon-Brezhnev sum
mit, the White House apparently pres
sured the State Department to relent 
and accept a compromise offered by the 
Soviets: Soviet labor and materials 
would be used for the basic structure, 
but we could finish the interior our
selves. The KGB had become confident 
that the building could be bugged pri
marily within the basic structural 
members. We accepted the deal. 

There followed lengthy negotiations. 
These included Soviet rights to use 
prefabricated concrete. We submitted 
architectural plans which specified 
structural components and even identi
fied the future occupants of various of
fices. Lengthy talks regarding con
struction costs no doubt gave the KGB 
more time to finalize plans for attack. 
The concluding 1979 contract provided 
for Soviet supply of all structural ma
terials except the brick facing. The So
viets had patiently haggled another 7 
years to get most of what they wanted, 

and probably also to buy time for the 
KGB. Ground was broken in 1979. The 
Soviets took full advantage of provi
sions allowing them control of their 
Embassy site, but our security in Mos
cow was minimal. Their compound here 
proceeded rapidly, but the Soviet firm 
doing our work constantly missed 
deadlines-all the better to allow time 
for customized work. We permitted 
them to move into their living quarters 
well before we had any prospect of 
completing ours, thereby losing much 
of our potential leverage to force co
operation. 

It has been a decade since we first 
suspected systemic penetrations of our 
building, and 6 years since construc
tion stopped. Still we wring our hands, 
searching for a way to avoid the obvi
ous conclusion-that we should start 
all over. Not surprisingly, the Soviets 
have been very forthcoming in expedit
ing top hat. You would be, too, if you 
had that much investment in custom 
collection sensors. Under top hat, they 
can still vacuum up data from six of 
the original eight floors. 

And this House proposes to spend $215 
million to allow them that privilege. 
One marvels at the phenomenon. One 
wonders whether we truly have taken 
leave of our senses. 

The State Department fought very 
hard last year for money to teardown 
and rebuild, but this House was pri
marily responsible for blocking it. Hav
ing waited six decades, and desperate 
for a functional and even partially se
cure embassy, State came back this 
year with top hat. Maybe there's also 
some primeval drive to remain true to 
their legacy. In any case, some mem
bers of this House have seemed more 
than willing to accommodate the fall
back, whatever their former concerns 
about financial probity, security, and 
common sense. How they could justify 
it to their· constituents I do not know. 

But I do know that if, 10 or 20 years 
from now, a well-placed defector comes 
in from the cold, he will tell us every
thing the Soviets implanted there, and 
the value of the information collected. 
And then the fingers will wag. The fin
gers will point at us-that silly House, 
that unthinking Congress. They 
blocked the solution consistently rec
ommended by the experts and stuck us 
with this swiss cheese building, this 
top hat on a tuning fork. This House 
will be the fall guy, and rightly so. 

The State Department and intel
ligence agencies have, repeatedly, 
clarified that they still prefer tear 
down and that top hat was forced upon 
them by stubborn congressional resist
ance to tear down. An intelligence re
port published in December 1990, re
flecting the consensus of all intel
ligence agencies and the State Depart
ment, concluded once again that tear 
down was the way to go. Why? The re
port contains a lot of eye-opening de-
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tails, but let me quote the overall rea
soning: 

The New Office Building has serious secu
rity vulnerabilities. Soviet Intelligence 
Services planned and executed a sophisti
cated technical attack against the building 
during its construction. Moreover, ... [the 
building will continue to be] vulnerable to 
further technical intrusions. 
In other words, this building, like the 
old Embassy, is intrinsically vulner
able to a technical intelligence attack. 
It is already laced with sensors, but the 
Soviets can insert and activate more as 
they see fit. It is the functional equiva
lent of a tape recorder. That this House 
would collude to give the Soviets such 
a capability is beyond rational com
prehension. We are tying a $215 million 
bow around their collection package. 
We will hand it back to them as a gift 
to be enjoyed for the next 50 years. 

So I ask my colleagues: Why not 
spend $65 million more, for tear down? 
For this we will get: a drilling barrier 
at the foundation, rather than above 
the sixth floor; completely rebuilt of
fice spaces, free of bugs and built to re
sist later penetration attempts; and 25 
percent more totally secure space, 
which might be expanded further with 
much higher confidence and lower cost, 
if need be. 
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It is going to be in use for 50 to 60 

years. We are going to have 14 to 18 
generations of Foreign Service officers 
working in that lower sixth floor. I am 
told that security is going to be main
tained at an adequate level. I am told 
it is not important to know who works 
in the classified section at top hat and 
who works below. What does that tell 
the KGB? It tells them far, far too 
much. 

Now let me come finally to the alter
native of the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BERMAN], his perfecting 
amendment. I recognize the chairman's 
difficult position. He is trying his best 
to help the administration with their 
alternative request. He is doing it in 
good faith. He has frankly had a dif
ficult job thrust upon him. But what 
happens with the Appropriations Sub
committee? That Appropriations Sub
committee can be said to be involved 
in aggressive oversight on matters that 
relate to embassy construction around 
the world. Some people would say they 
are involved in micromanagement. 

Mr. BEREUTER. And what happens 
when future requests go from the State 
Department for building other embas
sies? The micromanagement of the ag
gressive oversight conducted by the 
Appropriations Subcommittee is going 
to be something that will surely cause 
the State Department concern and fu
ture difficulties. I ask my colleagues, 
"Do you think the State Department is 
really going to go with the tear-down 
approach when they know what kind of 
micromanagement the Appropriations 
Subcommittee has given them in past 

on embassy construction and will in 
the future undoubtedly give them. Now 
the Appropriations Committee has ale
gitimate responsibility for oversight. 
Some people suggest that subcommit
tees may have gone way too far. Be
lieve what you will but I can tell my 
colleagues with certainty that the 
pressure is still, still, on the State De
partment to go ahead on a top hat pro
posal under the Berman perfecting 
amendment. Chairman BERMAN is mak
ing a good-faith effort, but it is not the 
right way to go. Failing to support the 
unamended Snowe amendment is an 
abdication of our responsibility in the 
House and Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues, we 
know what is right. This is the author
izing committee, and we ought to do 
what is right. America and the Execu
tive Branch and the Congress has 
taken a compromise, second-best, or 
third-best solution year after year 
after year, and this is the time to do 
what the entire intelligence commu
nity and the State Department tells us 
is the proper step, and that is the es
sence of the amendment of the gentle
woman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] to pro
ceed with the teardown approach. ' 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to reject the perfecting amendment of 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BERMAN] and support the amendment 
of the gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. 
SNOWE]. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen-· 
tleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the gentleman from Nebraska 
[Mr. BEREUTER] yielding. He makes his 
case for why he thinks teardown re
build is better. He asserts again with 
assuredness that that is what the ad
ministration prefers. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a letter here 
from James Baker and William Web
ster saying "* * * we want to reaffirm 
the administration's strong conviction 
that we must move now to complete 
our new Moscow Embassy chancery. 
The recent embassy fire underscores 
the urgency of moving without further 
delay," et cetera. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREU
TER] has expired. 

(On request of Mr. BERMAN, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. BEREUTER was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, let me 
read: 

We recognize that thiS has been a con
troversial issue. We believe the Top Hat op
tion, as provided for in sections lOl(a) (7) and 
132 of the bill reported by the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, takes account of the full 
range of views and offers the most promising 
solution* * *. 

So we are saying that you think un
derlying that letter is there belief that 
this is the reality on the Hill, that they 
cannot get anything unless they do top 
hat. We on the Foreign Affairs Sub
committee are saying that we want the 
administration to make its decision 
without any further mandates from 
Congress about which of the two op
tions, on which there are many argu
ments on both sides, they wish to un- · 
dertake. It is condescending and arro
gant to say that a majority of the For
eign Affairs Committee, which decided 
that top hat was acceptable really be
lieved that it was not. That assigns to 
the majority of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee a view they did not express. 
What we are saying is that we are pre
pared to put aside our belief that top 
hat makes more sense in . order to give 
the administration the right to divorce 
this issue from all the wrangling that 
is going on back and forth. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREU
TER] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BEREU
TER was allowed to proceed for 1 addi
tional minute.) 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, the gentleman has 
been reading a letter from William 
Webster and the Secretary of State, 
and if it is the same letter I have seen, 
the letter makes it quite clear that 
they are doing this and recommending 
the top hat teardown approach because 
the alternative has been denied them 
by congressional inaction and opposi
tion to the teardown approach. That is 
what the letter I have says. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, on May 15, 1991, 
these two gentlemen sent letters to 
Speaker FOLEY and Minority Leader 
MICHEL urging top hat. This amend
ment that is before us now pulls out all 
of the top hat language, complicated 
by the commitment of the Appropria
tions Subcommittee saying we should 
let the administration decide. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I would say to the 
chairman of the subcommittee that 
those two individuals who sent us the 
letter said in the letter I'm referring 
to, in effect, "Given the fact that you 
are not going to give us the money, we 
will take the top hat because we have 
to go ahead." Furthermore, I do not 
think it is appropriate for the gen
tleman to make a suggestion of what 
this Member thinks the Foreign Affairs 
Committee and the majority have as 
their motives. I do not think that ap
propriate. But I do believe that if we 
looked for a consensus, if we took the 
consensus of the Intelligence Commit
tee and we took the consensus of what 
they would prefer, absent a rec
ommendation from the administration 
of what they think is right, that would 
be clearly coming down on the side of 
the teardown approach. · 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREU
TER] has again expired. 

(On request of Ms. SNOWE, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. BEREUTER was 
allowed to proceed for 2 addi tiona! 
minutes.) 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the distin
guished gentlewoman from Maine for a 
clarification. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I first 
want to congratulate the gentleman 
for his very thorough statement. I ap
preciate having his thoughts and ef
forts on this issue. 

I would like to respond to what the 
gentleman has offered in terms of what 
the administration wants. I am reading 
a letter from both Secretary of State 
Baker and the Director of the Central 
Intelligence Agency, Mr. Webster, of 
May 13, 1991, and that states the situa
tion very clearly: 

Should the House fail now to support the 
committee language on Moscow, we could 
risk an impasse which would prevent us from 
moving ahead for the foreseeable future. 

So it is very clear in this letter that 
they are saying Congress should make 
the determination on this issue, and 
that is what this is all about. 

Frankly, I am surprised that the ma
jority of the Foreign Affairs Commit
tee would embrace a proposition and 
now, not feeling strongly about it, say
ing, "Let's throw it back to the admin
istration," so we come back then to 
the same problem that we have had in 
the past, which is the Appropriations 
Committee. I thought we had recog
nized we each have a goal here. Let us 
make a decision. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time for a question to the 
ranking Republican: I know that in the 
past it has been suggested that certain 
Members of the other body were ada
mantly opposed to a teardown ap
proach, and one of those gentlemen 
often cited in news accounts was the 
junior Senator from the State of South 
Carolina. I am wondering if the gentle
woman would share with the body the 
contents of the letter that was handed 
to her today, or at least a portion of it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
woman for that purpose. 

Ms. SNOWE. Absolutely, Mr. Chair
man, and I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

In fact, it is a letter from the Sen
ator to the State Department indicat
ing that-

The intelligence community continues to 
endorse the tear down and rebuild option as 
the approach that offers the best future secu
rity against Soviet intelligence gathering. 
Further, as we have learned from the exist
ing situation, the U.S. Government will have 
to live with the choice we make now for 
many years to come. We believe that if the 
taxpayers are being asked to finance over 
$200 million for a new embassy building in 
Moscow, then the U.S. should be building the 

best, most secure facility possible. By the 
State Department's own admissions, the new 
top hat proposal does not meet these cri
teria. 

Accordingly, the subcommittee did 
not approve the reprogramming re
quest of the Department. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREU
TER] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BEREU
TER was allowed to proceed for 30 addi
tional seconds.) 

Mr. BEREUTER. Apparently, Mr. 
Chairman, if the remarks alleged for 
the junior Senator from South Caro
lina in the past were true, we have a 
convert. He is suggesting that the top 
hat approach is not the way to go, 
reprogramming is denied, and the cor
rect way is the teardown approach. 
This is one more bit of evidence to ex
plain why it is important that we re
ject the well-intentioned Berman per
fecting amendment and do what we 
think is right and adopt the Snowe 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to adopt the Snowe amendment. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, let me first of all pay 
tribute to the very distinguished chair
man of the subcommittee who is man
aging the first bill he has brought be
fore the House as chairman of the Sub
committee on International Oper
ations. I think he has done an extraor
dinarily conscientious job. 

He has given very careful thought to 
how best to resolve this very vexing 
issue, and I think the amendment he 
has brought before us which perfects 
the amendment offered by the gentle
woman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] is 
Solomonic in its wisdom and provides a 
basis on which we can move forward to
ward the resolution of this problem. 

I also want to pay tribute to the gen
tlewoman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE], the 
distinguished ranking minority mem
ber of the subcommittee, who has been 
absolutely tenacious in her pursuit of 
her vision of how best to resolve this 
problem. She is clearly one of the most 
knowledgeable Members of the House 
on the question. She has devoted years 
to trying to get a better handle on it, 
and I think the vigorous way in which 
she has promoted her perspective his 
contributed very significantly to this 
debate and to the understanding of the 
members of this committee and of the 
House on the issue. She has in fact 
more or less persuaded me that in fact 
the teardown approach would be better 
than the top hat approach. 

My problem with the amendment she 
has offered, however-and I am sure 
she recognizes that this represents no 
disrespect whatsoever of her-is that it 
is a classic example in my judgment of 
the perfect being the enemy of the 
good. 

On one thing all of us can agree on 
both sides of the aisle and on both sides 

of the issue: The status quo in Moscow 
is utterly unacceptable. The conditions 
under which our diplomats have to 
labor are not fit for either man or 
beast, and it is simply not possible for 
them to do the kind of job that we ask 
them to do under these conditions. It is 
even worse now that this fire has oc-
curred. . 

I have been there, the gentlewoman 
has been there, and many Members of 
the House have been to our Embassy in 
Moscow. These are old, outdated facili
ties, and they must be replaced. 

So the issue before us today is how to 
go about replacing them, either with 
the teardown or with top hat. The wis
dom of the approach offered to us by 
the chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BER
MAN] is that it in effect, first of all, au
thorizes the money. For the first time 
money for the reconstruction of the 
Embassy will be enacted into law. Sec
ond, it then gives the administration 
the opportunity to come back and say 
that it really does prefer teardown 
after all. 

If the gentlewoman is correct, that in 
their heart of hearts the President, 
Secretary Baker, and Director Webster 
and their associates really prefer tear
down, the BERMAN amendment gives 
them the opportunity to come back 
and say so. 

Furthermore, we have an assurance 
relayed by the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BERMAN] from the chairman of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee that 
if that is what the administration asks 
for the House passes the Berman 
amendment, the Appropriations Com
mittee will provide the money nec
essary for the teardown option. 
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I have to say that I have a lot of re

spect for Jim Baker. I have a lot of re
spect for Bill Webster. I do not think 
they have been drugged. I do not think 
they have been duped. I do not think 
they have been brainwashed. I do not 
think they have been tortured. They 
have made a judgment that it is better 
to move forward with top hat than not 
to have anything at all. 

However, if the Berman amendment 
is adopted and teardown as well as top 
hat is now pemissible and the money is 
there to back it up, they will have an 
opportunity, if in fact they really pre
fer the teardown option, to say so. At 
that point, the prospects for actually 
moving forward with teardown will be 
greatly enhanced. 

I have to say to my very good friends 
on the other side of the aisle that from 
their perspective, I truly do not under
stand their position to the Berman 
amendment because this is an author
ization bill. The most that can realisti
cally be hoped for is that we authorize 
a formula which will make it possible 
to move forward with teardown from 
their perspective.· That is exactly what 
the Berman amendment does. 
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It authorizes language which will 

make it possible to move forward with 
teardown if that is in fact what the ad
ministration really prefers. 

Now, if the Berman amendment is 
adopted, the administration comes to 
the conclusion that it still wants to 
recommend top hat rather than tear
down because they believe the assur
ances of Mr. SMITH, notwithstanding 
that if they recommend teardown it 
will get bogged down in a morass of 
conflict in the relevant committees 
and they will end up with nothing. I 
would have to say that is a legitimate 
judgment. It is better to have some
thing than nothing. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. So
LARZ] has expired. 

Mr. SOLARZ. My only point is that 
the Chairman's amendment keeps hope 
alive. It keeps hope alive for those who 
want teardown. It keeps hope alive for 
those who believe we should move for
ward with top hat rather than do noth
ing at all. And the issue can be defini
tively resolved very shortly. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
geutleman yield? 

Mr. SOLARZ. I yield to the gentle
woman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Again, it just creates 
more confusion. We are going to de
velop, with the gentleman's amend
ment, a further impasse on this issue. 
It does not resolve the decision. 

Let me just quote from a letter from 
Ivan Selin, from the State Department, 
who was the one that engineered the 
top hat proposal, Under Secretary of 
State for Management. He said in his 
letter to the chairman of the Inter
national Operations Subcommittee on 
April19: 

Almost a year has passed. In the interven
ing year design work has begun under the 
terms of the June 27 notification that we 
have not been able to obtain congressional 
support for the administration's preferred 
option. We have concluded that prospects for 
obtaining effective support for that option, 
which is known as Teardown and Rebuild are 
no better this year. Therefore, I would like 
to bring you up to date on developments and 
explain to you how we propose to proceed on 
design work in the months ahead. 

And therefore, they proposed top hat. 
So they have made their intentions 
known time and again. 

I have never known that our commit
tee has been reticent about taking a 
position when all the facts are before 
us. Why not make that decision and 
give our approval on one alternative or 
another? I am prepared to take that 
vote here and now. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tlewoman raises a very good question. 
If we really prefer teardown, why do we 
not go ahead with that? We have never 
hesitated to make decisions before. 

My answer to the gentlewoman is 
that if we go ahead with teardown, 
which would mean rejecting the 
amendment now before us offered by 

the gentleman from California, and 
then adopting the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Maine, we run 
the very real risk of preserving the 
same paralysis which has prevented us 
from moving forward before. Because 
of that point, at that point, if it turns 
out the administration really prefers 
top hat, as the gentlewoman knows, it 
will be almost impossible to get this 
through the Congress and into law over 
the opposition of the administration. 
And we are told that if in fact the gen
tlewoman's amendment is adopted, the 
Appropriations Subcommittee will not 
provide the money to move ahead. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLARZ. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Just for a point of 
clarification, Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman indicated that, based on the 
representation of the gentleman from 
Iowa, the chairman of the Appropria
tions Subcommittee, if the administra
tion recommends an option, he will 
fund it. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, they have rec
ommended an option. 

Mr. BERMAN. The gentleman's rep
resentation was actually that he will 
fund the $130 million without reference 
to what option the administration 
chooses. That appropriations process 
will be underway long before this bill is 
on the President's desk. 

Look at the situation we are in. We 
come into a new authorization cycle, 
and the administration comes and says 
they would like top hat. New facts are 
available. In January and February of 
this year for the first time the Soviets 
indicated informally and then repeated 
in formal negotiations that they would 
be willing to raise the height ceiling 
for construction in Moscow. So now top 
hat offers us an adequate, secure alter
native to a proposal that at many 
times in the past but not in every time 
in the past we have supported-tear
down and rebuild-and we might actu
ally get it. 

We say, OK, we talked to some of the 
Members of the minority and they 
think, let us go with the administra
tion. We want to g9 with the adminis
tration. We want to give them flexibil
ity. And most of all, we want to deal 
with the terrible conditions and not 
spend 2 more years abdicating our re
sponsibility. 

I will tell the gentlewoman what ab
dication of our responsibility is. It has 
been our performance for the past 4 or 
5 years as this situation has been bat
ted back and forth between Houses, be
tween parties, Congress versus the ad
ministration. 

Now we say we will do what the ad
ministration wants. We come to the 
floor and we find ourselves in the 
anomalous situation of a majority, 
every Democrat on the House Foreign 

Affairs Committee, with some Repub
lican support, saying, let us give the 
administration what it is now asking 
for under the changed circumstances, 
their ability to add new floors and, 
therefore, have adequate secure space. 
And we find that for a variety of dif
ferent reasons, the Republicans, the 
minority, do not want to support the 
administration on this issue. 

Why? Because they say the adminis
tration has been blackjacked. It has 
been twisted by the appropriators who 
want top hat so that this top hat rec
ommendation they are giving is not 
their true, heartfelt, as the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLARZ] has men
tioned, heartfelt suggestion. So we say 
we will deal, we will deal with this be
lief. 

And we go and we speak to the Ap
propriations Committee and say, look, 
this is the situation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. So
LARZ] has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. BERMAN, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. SOLARZ was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, we 
say we will go through 2 more years 
without ever getting off the dime if 
this happens. I can see where this is 
going. I can see that my colleagues on 
the majority side are going to come 
and say, we do not know what tear
down-rebuild, top hat, all these options 
are. We are not construction engineers. 
You are asking us to support the ad
ministration, and the Republicans are 
out there attacking and bombing it. 

They are saying that is not what the 
administration really wants. So I offer 
an amendment, and I get the chairman 
of the Appropriations Subcommittee
who has been supporting top hat and 
who thinks top hat makes more sense
to say, I will not try to legislate top 
hat in the appropriations process. I will 
fund this authorization. Let the admin
istration decide, exercising its good 
judgment. 

As the gentleman from New York has 
said, these people are not drugged. Bill 
Webster and Jim Baker are not reck
less with national security. The Presi
dent of the United States is not reck
less with national security. Give them 
the money; have them inform us fully. 
Then we will not be abdicating our re
sponsibility because our responsibility 
in the most ultimate sense of the word 
will have been met. 

We are dealing with a terrible secu
rity, a terrible health, a terrible work
place situation in the most important 
mission we have, and we are doing it as 
expeditiously as possible in a way that 
stops the paralysis from continuing for 
2 more years. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for returning the time. I 
am reminded of a statement that was 
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made by the distinguished Senator, I 
think from Vermont, Mr. Aiken, who 
said, "In Vietnam we ought to declare 
victory and get out." 

May I say to the gentlewoman from 
Maine, she has won a real victory here. 
If this amendment is adopted, you get 
an authorization which makes tear
down possible. You have a pledge from 
the chairman of the relevant appro
priations subcommittee that if the ad
ministration, pursuant to the adoption 
of this amendment, requests teardown, 
that he will fund it. That is a very sig
nificant step forward. 

I would hope in the spirit of comity 
and amity and in recognition for the 
wisdom and the leadership of the chair
man of the subcommittee, we would 
join hands on this and let this process 
move forward. 
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Let this process move forward. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from New York [Mr. So
LARZ] has again expired. 

(At the request of Mr. BEREUTER and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. SOLARZ was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLARZ. I am happy ·to yield to 
the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

The gentleman from New York, for 
whom I have great respect, wants to 
know why we cannot accept the Ber
man perfecting amendment. 

This gentleman, speaking for him
self, says that the reason is that he be
lieves the power of the appropriations 
subcommittee over future embassy 
construction decisions across the whole 
world will intimidate the State Depart
ment to the point that they will accept 
the top hat approach even with the op
tion that our very understandably frus
trated chairman would give them by 
his perfecting amendment. 

Mr. SOLARZ. I thank the gentleman 
for his observation. I can only say that 
the Secretary of State who is standing 
up to the leader of the evil empire sure
ly should be capable of standing up to 
the benign intentions of the chairman 
of the relevant appropriations sub
committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will 
rise informally in order that the House 
may receive a message. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

HOYER) assumed the chair. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair will receive a message 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was commu-

nicated to the House by Mr. 
McCathran, one of his secretaries. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting. 
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FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 1992 
AND 1993 
The Committee resumed its sitting. 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Berman amendment. 

To shift our responsibility for resolv
ing this issue back to the administra
tion, I think, is appalling, and I rise in 
strong support of the proposal by the 
gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE]. 

The Snowe amendment not only pro
vides an appropriate and a secure envi
ronment for the State Department per
sonnel in Moscow, but also would pro
hibit the Soviets from using any of 
their facilities on Mount Alto in Wash
ington or any other site in Washington 
until . our personnel can occupy a safe 
and secure site in Moscow. 

While I have the greatest respect for 
the good intentions of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BERMAN], I believe 
it is a relinquishment of our congres
sional prerogatives and our responsibil
ity to turn this issue back to the State 
Department which has so woefully mis
managed this proposal for the past 7 
years. Moreover, it is appalling that 
the gentleman from California is ask
ing the Congress to bow to the arbi- . 
trary resistance of one subcommittee 
on appropriations. And that has been 
the major roadblock for resolving this. 

Mr. Chairman, what he is saying is, 
"Let us agree to allow that sub
committee on appropriations to make 
the final decisions." This is an impor
tant decision. It is worthy of the full 
consideration by the entire Congress, 
and let us not shirk that responsibil
ity. 

I ask my colleagues to fully examine 
why the Snowe amendment to tear 
down and rebuild is so worthy of our 
full support, and the State Depart
ment's so-called Top Hat proposal is so 
inappropriate. 

First, tear down and rebuild is sim
ply more secure. Independent analysis 
by our intelligence community and two 
separate interagency studies by experts 
during both the Reagan and the Bush 
administrations have repeatedly en
dorsed the tear down and rebuild pro
posal as the only sure way to remove 
the threat of extensive electronic pene
tration of our new office building in 
Moscow. 

The Top Hat proposal would not only 
rebuild the top few floors of the struc
ture, leaving in place the bulk of the 
KGB-built embassy, a second impor
tant reason for supporting the Snowe 

amendment is because it is more cost 
effective. The cost of tear down andre
construct has been thoroughly scruti
nized. 

The State Department only recently 
proposed Top Hat and has not yet 
begun any design work on the concept. 
Cost estimates for the Top Hat are 
only rough estimates, probably overly 
optimistic, and despite this, the pro
posed $215 million for Top Hat con
struction would provide only four se
cure floors sitting right on top of six 
penetrated, bugged floors. 

For $280 million, the tear down and 
rebuild would provide an eight floor, 
fully secure structure with a great deal 
more working space that is so sorely 
needed in Moscow. 

It is obvious to many of my Repub
lican colleagues and to some of our col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
that the best solution to this problem 
is by starting anew. It is equally clear 
that the Top Hat proposal was born out 
of the State Department's belief that 
Congress would not be inclined to fund 
a new office building, that a sub
comrni ttee on appropriations has been 
unwilling to go that route for the past 
few years. 

Simply, it is a bad idea. It would re
sult in an insecure facility. Top Hat is 
penny-wise and dollar-foolish. 

I urge my colleagues: Let us not put 
any icing on a burnt cake. I urge sup
port for the Snowe amendment and de
feat of the Berman amendment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GILMAN. I am happy .to yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, t thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Words are important in all of this, 
and I implore the minority to, and I 
will repeat it again, to assess carefully 
how they characterize the chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee, the 
devil in all of this, according to some 
because he has said, "I think Top Hat 
is better." By the way, so do I. 

But I see the problem of letting 2 
more years pass where we go through 
this paralysis. I will not use the au
thorization bill to try and mandate my 
favorite and this is what I think rea
sonable people should want to do in 
this situation. 

My only request is that the minority 
party not go against the administra
tion and try to mandate a different al
ternative. 

I will try to convince the Appropria
tions Committee, and I have talked to, 
I would say, at least a strong majority 
of that subcommittee already, and 
they have every intent of funding our 
authorization of $130 million for the ad
ministration to do what it decides is 
best. 

The gentleman talked about design. 
The gentleman was at a briefing on 
this subject, and we were told that the 
design work is nowhere near complete 
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on either option. At a briefing 3 weeks 
ago, the State Department informed us 
and our staffs that the first prelimi
nary design work was rejected as unac
ceptable. The one that we talked about 
here as being so advanced has already 
been rejected by the administration. 
That was on teardown. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL
MAN] has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. BERMAN and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. GILMAN was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, those 
cost figures on both options as supplied 
by the administration are question
able. 

In the 1987 trip report, both the gen
tlewoman from Maine and the gen
tleman from Florida, Mr. Mica, our 
former colleague, included both op
tions in their trip report about what 
might be done. One the issue of Mount 
Alto, we have the exact same language 
that the gentleman insists on that pro
hibits any Soviet occupancy of any of 
the buildings on Mount Alto until such 
time as an option is selected, be it the 
new building, the teardown, be it a 
newly constructed office building be it 
Top Hat. So that is no longer an issue, · 
because that is contained in our 
amendment as well. 

So I would suggest, please, do not 
rely on an argument that may have 
been accurate on the speculations that 
existed 2 days ago, but based on these 
representations from the gentleman 
from Iowa and what I am saying, the 
Members can be assured this will get 
funded. This will not grab up and slap 
you at the end through the appropria
tions process. He will fund the $130 mil
lion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL
MAN] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GILMAN 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GILMAN. I am happy to yield to 
the gentlewoman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and I com
mend him on his statement, because he 
has been a valuable member of the sub
committee, and in the past, in fact, 
was the ranking Republican of that 
subcommittee, so he is very familiar 
with the subject before him. I appre
ciate his support on this amendment. 

It is interesting to hear, as the gen
tleman will acknowledge, the com
ments made from the chairman of the 
International Operations Subcommit
tee. The chairman embraced the top 
hat proposal. 

Why is there a sudden reluctance to 
vote on these proposals right here and 
now? That is the issue here. We are 

willing to give up our responsibility, 
and I find it interesting that the ma
jority somewhat very generously now 
is accommodating the administration 
views, because the Republicans have 
been unwilling to support the top hat 
because it is not the right approach. 

The gentleman mentions the report 
that we made based on the trip back in 
1987. That was 4 years ago, and we have 
had numerous studies. 

This issue is before us today to make 
a choice. We were either prepared to go 
back and give a blank check and decide 
what might happen sometime, some
where in this institution when we are 
the authorizing committee. 
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We either decide we are an authoriz

ing committee and do our job that we 
are capable, I assume, of doing, and 
move the process on. 

I am prepared to cast a vote here and 
now, top hat versus teardown, based on 
the facts. I think every Member de
serves this. I feel as a Member of this 
body who has worked on this issue for 
6 long years, has the right to have a 
vote on this issue today because it is 
the issue that has been recommended 
time and again from those who should 
know. 

Now, we can imply with words, but 
every letter that has come from the ad
ministration has said that teardown is 
the preferable option. I would be glad 
to get Webster's dictionary out there 
to define "preferred." We know what 
the situation is. It said on the Commit
tee on Appropriations, and that is 
where it will go back. 

(By unanimous consent Mr. GILMAN 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. GILMAN. I would like to respond 
to the distinguished chairman of our 
subcommittee. If the subcommittee 
chairman and the Committee on Ap
propriations is ·now willing to entertain 
a decision on either top hat or tear
down, then why not abide by the expert 
decisions that we have already received 
in our committees? The other side has 
examined them. I have examined them. 
From the Committee on Intelligence, 
from the two expert analysis, from our 
own administration, that says tear
down, and make a decision now, with
out the necessity for going back to the 
administration and then coming back 
to the House and delaying it an addi
tional 6 months to an additional year. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GILMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. I do not wear top hats. 
I do not, and it is not the look of the 
building. All I know is I meet with the 
administration, I get briefed in a clas
sified briefing, and they tell me top hat 
is preferable because it is cheaper, it is 
quicker, and it gives adequate security 
protection for what we need. 

Mr. GILMAN. And they will put it in 
writing that they prefer to teardown. 

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Last year we did not have a debate 
on this issue because out of respect for 
the gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. 
SNOWE] I went along with her rec
ommendations, and subsequently vis
ited the Embassy around the July 4th 
recess. 

I was convinced then that we ought 
to tear the place down, so we did not 
have an issue on that. Subsequently, 
after listening to the facts on the other 
side and recognizing we have reached 
an impasse, it seemed to me most ap
propriate that we should support the 
Berman amendment, because it gives 
the administration the opportunity to 
make the final decision. 

Now, President Bush, and I think it 
was at Princeton, stated that the Mem
bers of Congress were getting in his 
way in the area of foreign affairs, and 
for what I thought he was referring to 
me because I had some 14 earmarks in 
the African bill. I have subsequently 
eliminated all of them. Now I see he is 
referring to his own Members because 
they want to legislate foreign affairs in 
this piece of legislation. 

Now, the gentlewoman from Maine's 
[Ms. SNOWE] position and the facts 
stated by her are very credible. No one 
can question that. She has studied this 
issue, and she is most deliberate and 
sincere in her efforts. But the fact of 
the matter is that this amendment 
gives the Secretary of State, the Presi
dent, the National Security Council, 
the CIA, the opportunity to look at 
both sides a second time and make the 
final decision, which is what the Presi
dent is authorized to do in the area of 
foreign affairs. 

This, in my judgment, is a reasonable 
compromise and does not detract from 
the arguments advanced by the gentle
woman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] be
cause hers is a very credible and fac
tual position. This to me is about the 
only solution we have. 

Now, as to the Embassy, I said in a 
very cynical manner that the fire may 
have helped everyone, because that 
place needs to be torn down. Not the 
new one; the old. We should tear it 
down because it is a firetrap and it is a 
safety hazard. We need to do some
thing. It is a very critical situation, 
one of the worst embassies in the 
world. This, in my judgment, provides 
an opportunity for the administration 
to move expeditiously and solve this 
dilemma which we face. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words and rise in opposition 
to the Berman amendment. I think 
that if we pursue the course of the Ber
man amendment, we will truly be abdi
cating our responsibility. 

I rise in strong support of the Snowe 
amendment. The choice between the 



May 15, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 11101 
alternatives of tearing down the Em
bassy and rebuilding it or adding the 
top hat should be made by just using 
common sense. This decision should be 
made by Members now, today. We can 
go with the known commodity that has 
been recommended to Members by ex
perts, or we can go with the top hat 
idea that was recommended late in the 
game because Congress would not pro
vide the funds to do what was right. If 
we do not make this decision here and 
now today, we have no true assurance 
that Congress will provide the funds in 
the future. 

It does not make sense to proceed 
with occupying an embassy where the 
walls have so many ears. Other agen
cies, such as the Department of De
fense, have to use the Embassy besides 
the State Department. At the least, 
they should be able to have a say as to 
whether the top hat plan will meet 
their needs. 

We know that building a new em
bassy will cost $280 million, whereas 
the State Department thinks building 
four new floors will cost $215 million. It 
will probably cost more, even if we can 
get the permission from the Soviets to 
build the new floors. We have no idea 
what complications will arise when 
trying to mate the top hat with what 
the Soviets have left us. To save per
haps $65 million, we will get an em
bassy that is thoroughly compromised, 
and does not have nearly enough secure 
space to protect sensitive activities. 
There is another important thing to re
member. Although the Soviets are good 
at planting bugs, the quality of their 
construction techniques leave a lot to 
be desired. How safe is this new Em
bassy building? If this is a bargain, I 
have some ocean front property in my 
district I would like to sell you. 

This is not a question of going after 
the impossible dream of perfect secu
rity. The KGB and GRU will continue 
to try to gather intelligence from our 
embassy, and occasionally they will 
succeed. The actions of the KGB as re
cently as the fire of March 28, when of
ficers went into the burning building to 
steal classified documents, shows that 
they will continue to do everything 
possible to collect intelligence infor
mation. But do we have to make it so 
easy for them? It is the difference be
tween locking your front door when 
you go on vacation and leaving it wide 
open with a sign saying, "Help your
self.'' 

Mr. Speaker, the buck is stopping 
with us. We in this House must bear 
the responsibility for deciding whether 
our most important Embassy in the en
tire world will have adequate security. 
The administration has covered itself. 
Read between the lines of the Sec
retary of State's letter. He says that he 
would prefer, for security reasons, the 
teardown option. But in order to get 
our people out of the inhumane firetrap 
in Moscow, he will accept the top hat 

proposal if that is all Congress will 
give him, and try to make the security 
work. The security will not work. We 
must agree to the Snowe amendment. 

We must accept our responsibility. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, 

I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Berman amendment and in strong 
support of the Snowe amendment re
quiring the complete teardown and re
building of the U.S. Embassy in Mos
cow. The present provision, the so
called top hat, which requires only the 
top two floors of the Embassy be torn 
down and replaced by four secure floors 
sitting atop six thoroughly bugged 
floors, is woefully inadequate at best. I 
strongly supported the teardown-re
build option presented by Ms. SNOWE, 
the ranking minority member of the 
Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on 
International Operations, in commit
tee and my conviction that her pro
posal is the right one has not changed. 

There is no question that our new 
Embassy in Moscow, our most impor
tant and sensitive Embassy in the 
world, has been thoroughly com
promised. In fact, we still do not know 
the full extent of Soviet bugging and 
we may never know. This building is so 
embeded with Soviet eavesdropping de
vices, it is unusable for diplomatic pur
poses. While the bugging is the fault of 
the Soviets, the blame for letting it 
happen lies with the State Department 
which failed to take even the most 
basic security precautions. But, rather 
than dwell on failures of the past, our 
first priority should be repairing the 
damage and ensuring similar 
catastrophies are avoided in the future. 
The Snowe amendment does just that. 

There are two basic, yet serious, defi
ciencies with top hat. First, the 
amount of U.S.-built secure space 
would be woefuly inadequate for cur
rent needs for classified and sensitive 
activities, and would allow no possibil
ity for expansion of secure space if our 
needs should change. Given the Soviet 
Union's uncertain future and knowing 
this Embassy will have to serve us for 
many, many years to come, such re
strictions are dangerous as well as fool
ish. 

The teardown-rebuild solution of
fered by Ms. SNOWE is far more secure. 
Independent analysts, administration 
security professionals, the intelligence 
community, and two separate inter
agency studies in both the Reagan and 
Bush administrations have repeatedly 
endorsed teardown and rebuild as the 
only way to remove the threat the ex
tensive electronic eavesdropping sys
tems embedded throughout the build
ing pose to classified and sensitive ac
tivities. 

Top hat places only a few floors on 
top of a KGB-built structure. It is like 
building a house on a toxic waste dump 
and pretending none of the poisons will 
affect the house and those living in it. 

Teardown-rebuild is actually more 
cost effective, based on thorough scru
tiny. Its costs have been examined and 
reexamined and are based on real de
signs and proposals. The State Depart
ment only recently proposed top hat, 
and has not yet begun any design work 
on the concept. I can think of too 
many examples where guesstimates of 
cost came out way below actual cost. I 
believe the so-called savings of top hat 
are overly optimistic. Even if top hat 
could be done for the proposed $215 mil
lion per floor. And, they're on top of 
six thoroughly bugged floors. How 
many costly upgrades, security protec
tion improvements and so on will be 
needed? How many millions will these 
cost over time? Will they ever provide 
the security we originally envisioned 
and planned for? Once a lemon, always 
a lemon. Teardown-rebuild, at $280 mil
lion provides an entire eighth floor, se
cure structure at only $35 million per 
floor. In other words, we trade the 
lemon in for what we originally or
dered. 

The issue of secure space is a serious 
one. Top hat would provide only 48,000 
square feet of secure space. Yet, the in
telligence community estimates a cur
rent need, and I expect future needs to 
be greater, of 60,000 square feet. The re
sult is the State Department would 
have to · store classified material~ and 
conduct sensitive and classified activi
ties in the lower Soviet-bugged floors. 
We might as well conduct this business 
in KGB headquarters or the Kremlin. 

What if we have a fire or some other 
problem in the top-hat area of the new 
Embassy? We have no alternative place 
to conduct classified and sensitive 
business. With teardown-rebuild, we 
can shift operations around the build
ing to suit any variety of cir
cumstances. The recent fire at our old 
Embassy clearly highlights the danger 
of limiting our operational flexibility 
in terms of secure floor space. 

I realize that the State Department 
vows to maintain ironclad security 
procedural rules. But, the State De
partment's own inspector general has 
identified numerous security failures 
calling these security disasters the De
partment's single greatest deficiency. 
Top hat only encourages more disas
ters. For example, officers would have 
refrain from ever typing or producing 
classified information on the lower 
floors. Presumably, they would always 
have to leave their offices and move to 
the upper floors for this activity. How 
does that improve efficiency or secu
rity? 

Good diplomacy requires good secu
rity. It is already known that the So
viet Union has bugged floors in our 
current Embassy building that are not 
normally considered classified. The 
bugging of these floors was an extraor
dinarily expensive undertaking for the 
Soviets, but they evidently concluded 
that the value of certain kinds of even 



11102 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE May 15, 1991 
unclassified information justifies the 
cost. Access of this kind provides im
portant insights into all areas of the 
U.S. national interest, including eco
nomic, trade, and scientific matters. It 
provides the Soviets with information 
about our Embassy stafrs schedules 
and personnel information allowing 
them to identify the duty of each offi
cer and facilitating their recruitment 
of spies. Further, the Soviets have un
restricted access to our contacts with 
Soviet citizens, dissident groups, and 
other organizations. One of the reasons 
we built a new Embassy was to avoid 
these exact problems. 

For those looking only at budget 
numbers, how much does it cost when 
security is compromised? What billion 
dollar weapons system or important 
national policy or secret negotiating 
principle is wiped out when its key 
component is stolen by the Soviets 
through their eavesdropping at our 
Embassy? How much is lost when a key 
Soviet dissident or movements bring
ing about positive change in the Soviet 
Union-change that benefits America 
requiring less defense spending or 
greater opportunities for American 
business-are discredited because of 
their contacts or the contents of their 
discussions with United States dip
lomats? Surely these costs and other 
like them far exceed the purported sav
ings of top hat. An ounce of prevention, 
the teardown-rebuild option, is worth 
10 pounds of cure. 

The second serious deficiency of top 
hat is that in order to gain Soviet ap
proval to add two extra stories to our 
Embassy in Moscow, they want imme
diate and full use of at least one of the 
three Soviet Embassy office buildings 
on Mount Alto, although I understand 
that is covered now in the Berman 
amendment. In other words, the Sovi
ets completely bug our Embassy mak
ing it totally useless, add $200 to $300 
million in cost to the American tax
payer to partially and then only par
tially and inadequately fix it, add 
years of delay forcing us to remain the 
unsafe, overcrowded, bugged fire haz
ard of an Embassy we currently occupy 
jeopardizing safety and security, and 
expect Congress to reward them for 
this outrage by letting them move into 
their new, secure eavesdropping center 
on Mount Alto. That is crazy. 

I believe we should make the Soviets 
pay for cleaning up the mess they cre
ated in violating our Embassy agree
ments, not reward them. I understand 
that already the State Department is 
allowing the Soviets to use their con
sular building for housing, in violation 
of the law. This insult to the American 
taxpayer must be stopped now. 

The bottom line is do we want a safe, 
secure, and manageable Embassy in 
Moscow? If the answer is yes, we need 
teardown-rebuild without further 
delay. The State Department and the 
CIA strongly agree that teardown-re-

build is best. Both Secretary Baker and 
Director Webster reconfirmed in a re
cent letter that: 

The best solution from a security stand
point would be to avoid the use of the exist
ing Soviet-built structure. Efforts to obtain 
funding for "teardown and rebuild" option, 
however, have been unava111ng. 

Hence, the reason the Moscow Em
bassy debacle continues and could get 
worse lies with Congress. The adminis
tration, urgently needing a new Em
bassy in Moscow, has proposed top hat 
only out of desparation that Congress, 
particularly the Appropriations Com
mittee, will refuse to fund what is 
right. If we go the route of top hat, 
Congress--not the State Department, 
not the CIA-but Congress will be di
rectly responsible for the future secu
rity failures in Moscow that will inevi
tably result. And, the cost of security 
failures in terms of policy, national in
terest, taxpayer dollars, and so on is 
far, far greater than the relatively 
small cost of teardown-rebuild. 

Congressional debate on this issue 
has already delayed having a new Em
bassy ready for too long. With either 
top hat or teardown-rebuild, it will 
take another 5 years before we can 
move in. Let's properly and responsibly 
solve this problem once and for all by 
enacting the Snowe amendment. 

D ~210 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Berman amendment and in support 
of the Snowe amendment. 

There is no doubt to anyone who has 
listened to this debate that we have a 
deplorable situation. I first stumbled 
onto this situation in 1987 when we 
first determined how badly the Soviets 
had bugged our new Moscow Embassy 
and how much they were illegally occu
pying their brand new, shiny, secure, 
safe, and comfortable embassy on what 
has to be the most preferred location in 
Washington, a location from which 
with electronic eavesdropping devices 
they can literally listen in to every im
portant conversation in this town, and 
they are allowed to be there while our 
people remained trapped in an obsolete 
rundown fire trap in Moscow. 

This is a deplorable circumstance, 
brought on by the fact that the Soviets 
defaulted on the deal made in the 1960's 
that gave them the preferred location 
and all the rights to build in accord
ance with their own desires and speci
fications by bugging our new embassy 
and turning it into ari 8-story micro
phone plugged into the Politburo. If 
the Soviets had acted in good faith, we 
would have been obliged to continue 
with that deal, but they have broken it 
all along while our people live in those 
terrible deplorable conditions where 
the fires break out and the KGB runs in 
to save important files, and to hell 

with the lives of Americans who serve 
us in the Soviet Union. That cir
cumstance is due to the duplicity of 
the Soviets and the complacency of the 
State Department. 

Now, we must do something, and our 
choice today is the Snowe amendment 
that says speak on behalf of the Amer
ican people's preference for freedom 
over peace, that says to the Soviets, 
"You cannot continue to occupy that 
property until you reimburse us for the 
damage you have done and we have 
bull t a new secure facility with Amer
ican material and manpower." 

Or we could vote for the Berman al
ternative that says, "Trust the State 
Department.'' 

Now, I have heard what the chairman 
of the Appropriations Subcommittee 
would like. I have heard what the Sec
retary of State would like. I have heard 
what the recently resigned Director of 
the CIA would or would not have liked. 
I have heard what this distinguished 
chairman would like. I have heard 
what this ranking Member would like, 
and I do not care what they would like. 
I do not cast my vote on their behalf. 

The people in my district are angry. 
We have been had. Because our State 
Department would rather have peace 
than fight for freedom and stand up for 
the rights of the American people, we 
got a hollow shell full of bugging de
vices and they got a mansion. We want 
them out of that property on Mount 
Alto and we want that mess in Moscow 
torn down. We want a new safe secure 
embassy for our people that keeps the 
Soviets out, keeps their bugging equip
ment out, and allows us to conduct the 
business of the American people. 

Now, if you want that for your con
stituents, I would say to you that you 
must vote down the Berman amend.
ment, because we have seen already in 
this saga that the Soviets are as will
ing to heap insult on to injury as the 
State Department is willing to accept 
it, and they have accepted it for 20 
years over this business of building 
these embassies. 

So now we must assert our vote on 
behalf of the American people and say 
to the State Department, say to the 
committee chairmen, say to the Appro
priations Committee, we must have a 
safe secure embassy for our people, and 
the Soviets must stay off Mount Alto 
until we have it, and the only way to 
have that, to have it entirely safe and 
secure is to tear down the mess and 
build a new embassy and do it now. 

I say vote "no" on Berman, vote 
"yes" on Snowe and you will vote for 
the integrity and the dignity of the 
American people with respect to em
bassies. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. I am happy to yield to 
the gentlewoman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman's statement. 
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The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Texas has expired. 
(At the request of Ms. SNOWE, and by 

unanimous consent, Mr. ARMEY was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I 
want to congratulate the gentleman on 
his statement, because he has worked 
on this issue probably as long as I have 
and certainly has offered amendments 
concerning the Mt. Alto facilities. 

What I find interesting is that the 
proponents of the top hat have sug
gested that one of the advantages of 
top hat is having these two additional 
floors, but as the gentleman knows, the 
Soviets are going to want something in 
return for those two floors. That agree
ment is not in print yet. That will have 
to be developed after the passage of 
this legislation, so we know what the 
Soviets want. They want access to Mt. 
Alto, which I find incredulous, I would 
say to the gentleman from Texas, for 
the State Department allowing the So
viets to use the facility, which is in di
rect violation of the language that was 
proposed by the gentleman here several 
years ago. 

So the State Department went ahead 
and said "yes" to the Soviets. We lost 
the leverage back in 1980. We were sup
posed to construct our Embassy at the 
same time the Soviets were construct
ing theirs here in Washington, DC .. 
What happened is that we fell behind. 
The Soviets completed theirs with the 
housing compound. We allowed the So
viets to move in to the housing 
compound. We lost the leverage to ne
gotiate a fair construction agreement. 

0 1220 
And what we ended up with, as the 

gentleman well knows, is Soviet con
struction workers. We had no Amer
ican supervision. 

So they constructed this building off
site with prefabricated walls and floors 
and columns and embedded very so
phisticated devices in that building. 

This is our problem. 
Now the State Department is saying, 

"Well, yes, you know, with this top hat 
we will negotiate an agreement with 
the Soviets." They have said orally 
they will not ask for anything in their 
turn. Yet they know full well once we 
are locked into this top hat agreement 
we are going to have to give up access 
to Mt. Alto. 

That is what they want. The State 
Department has already begun to give 
access in spite of the violation that 
they have committed by doing so. 

So I appreciate the statement of the 
gentleman and his support on this 
issue. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] has 
expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ARMEY 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to Now, the security will be somewhat 
take a moment to thank the gentle- easier because I understand that the 
woman from Maine for her leadership department is going to have Americans 
on this issue. Certainly she is abso- doing all the building. 
lutely correct. The story is so sordid So, regardless of which way we go, I 
that all the details cannot be told here. agree with the debate that we ought to 

The fundamental fact is our State get to a vote on this thing so Congress 
Department has repeatedly over the gets out of the middle of this, make 
course of these years made bum deals whatever decision it has to make, put 
with the Soviets and ignored the re- the problem where it belongs, back in 
quirements of legislation passed by the administration's lap, to get the 
Congress. matter resolved internally and exter-

If we are going to have a secure Em- nally. 
bassy, the fundamental question is do Mr. Chairman, I submit the full text 
we put our confidence in the compla- of the letter for the RECORD. 
cency of the State Department or trust The text of the letter is as follows: 
the gentlewoman from Maine? And I U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
for one would say, should either of the Washington, DC, May 14, 1991. 
two be selected to build my home, I Hon. HowARDs. BERMAN, 
would entrust it to the gentlewoman Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs, House 
from Maine and not the State Depart- of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As floor action on the 
ment, and I recommend that for the Foreign Relations Authorization Act for FY 
rest of the body as well. 1992 and 1993 approaches, I wanted once again 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I move to express the Department's appreciation for 
to strike the requisite number of the assistance that you, the International 
worlds, and I rise in support of the Ber- Operations Subcommittee, the Foreign Af
man amendment. fairs Committee and all of the staff have sup-

Mr. Chairman, I know that I am not plied during the process to date. Changes at 
going to change anyones vote, I have the full committee markup have generally 
got better sense than that. served to make a good bill better, and we are 

But many of us . have been dealing happy to be able to support most of it. In 
1 particular, we are pleased that the Commit-

with this issue for a ong time. tee has authorized the Administration to 
So I will just add my remarks for the build a new chancery in Moscow using its 

RECORD. preferred approach of removing two floors 
The CHAffiMAN. The time of the and adding four new ones; and that it has au

gentleman from Florida [Mr. FASCELL] thorized full payment of arrearages to Inter
has expired. national Organizations and for Peacekeep

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FASCELL ing, with the amounts to be scored over a 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional four year period as funds are made available 
minute.) for payment. 

We have 139 diplomatic posts operat- However, we continue to have concerns 
ing at top-secret level, 63 at a secret about certain provisions of the bill. With re
level, 33 at a confidential level, 28 at an spect to authorization levels, we are pleased 

to note that in general they reflect the ad-
unclassified level, for a total of 263. ministration's request. we think, however, 

In not one of those overseas posts, that any further reductions could run the 
not one, is the entire embassy building risk of major damage to our programs. 
approved for the most sensitive na- Where reductions have been made, it is espe
tional security and communications cially important for us to retain maximum 
operations. flexibility to determine how to absorb them 

We have varying degrees of security · so as to be least harmful, without specific re
in overseas posts to meet different lev- ductions designated in statute or report lan-
1 1 . guage. We continue to oppose all earmarks 

e s of security vu nerabillty and because, in a time of limited budget re
threat. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the sources, they limit unduly our flexibility to 
manage programs. 

gentleman from Florida [Mr. FASCELL] The Department has particular difficulty 
has again expired. with changes in the structure of the con-

(On request of Mr. McCURDY and by fidential fund (sections 101(c)/113), denial of 
unanimous consent, Mr. FASCELL was passports (section 112), creation of an Assist
allowed to proceed for 3 additional ant Secretary for South Asia (section 121), 
minutes.) changes in the visa lookout system (section 

Mr. F ASCELL. I am just about 126), transition for refugee shortfalls (section 
through. 181), mandates concerning the Foreign Rela-

I thank the gentleman for getting tiona of the U.S. Series (section 183), reports 
on recognition of Israel (section 188) and 

this time. PLO Commitments Compliance (section 301), 
Mr. Chairman, the lower floors will and other provisions that infringe the Presi

be less secure, but this is consistent dent's constitutional authority (sections 
with embassy configurations that 171(b)(1), 184(b)(2) and 185(b)). These are de
occur anywhere and everywhere. I do tailed in the attached commentary on each 
not know of a place anywhere that I provision of the bill. 
have been that did not have the secure As we noted in commenting on the sub
areas on the top. we have always had committee version of the bill earlier, we 

look forward to continuing to work with the 
this problem. Committee and its staff in the spirit of mu-

So, like other posts, classified con- tual cooperation which has prevailed to date. 
versations will be permitted only in Naturally, we will provide any assistance 
the bubble and, like all other posts, we possible to facilitate enactment of a sound 
are going to have our problems. Authorization Act. 
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The Office of Management and Budget ad

vises that there is no objection to submis
sion of this report to Congress from the 
standpoint of the Administration's program. 

Sincerely, 
JANET G. MULLINS, 

Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE COMMENTS ON COM
MITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR H.R. 1415, AS RE
PORTED MAY 8, 1991 
Part A. Authorization of Appropriations. 
Sections 101-105.-In general, the Depart-

ment continues to believe that the requested 
amounts should be authorized, and without 
earmark limitations when resources are so 
scarce. Following are specific comments on 
individual sections. 

Section 101. Administration of foreign af
fairs.-We continue to hope that ways can be 
found to avoid the $15.7 million reduction in 
the FBO accounts and the smaller reduction 
in S&E in order to fund Committee-spon
sored projects, and that any reductions 
taken not be earmarked. The increase in au
thorization for the Protection of Foreign 
Missions and Officials account, since it had 
to be taken from other priority areas, is of 
concern, and we cannot support this change. 
As noted above, the other earmarks in this 
section also present difficulties, in particu
lar for language training in S&E, which is 
too high; and $2,000,000 for enumerated ac
tivities in the Emergencies Account, which 
is too low for these activities (the FY 1990 
expenditure level was $2.4 million). We are 
also concerned that the reference to $750,000 
for CSCE is substantially higher than our 
current expectation for the amount required, 
and that such a figure would create unrealis
tic expectations of the level of participation 
required or affordable. 

Section 102. International organizations 
and conferences.-We very much appreciate 
the Committee's decision to include the full 
amounts for arrearages in the President's re
quest, for a total of $1,120,541,000 for CIO and 
$201,292,000 for CIPA, with the arrears made 
available (and thus scored) in increments 
over the next four years. 

Section 103. International commissions.
There are no problems with this section as 
drafted. 

Section 104. Migration and refugee assist
ance.-The President's budget request is suf
ficient to meet the anticipated requirements 
for refugee assistance and admissions in FY 
'92. Requirements for Iraqi refugees, beyond 
contributions already made from FY '91 ac
counts, are being addressed separately 
through consideration of supplemental ap
propriations for FY '91. The Administration 
opposes the add-on above the request and the 
earmarking of this account. In particular, we 
believe that the requirements of the program 
for refugees to Israel are appropriately ad
dressed in the President's budget request, at 
$40 million. This provision would have a seri
ous impact on FY 1992 and 1993 program 
funds, if we are required to take the extra 
amount from .other proposed refugee activi
ties. Section 104(c) earmarks not less than 
$1.75 million additional for assistance to un
accompanied minor children and other cases 
of special humanitarian concern in both FY 
1992 and 1993. The Administration's request 
includes a sufficient amount for this pur
pose, and the earmark would be at the ex
pense of other program needs. 

Section 105. Other programs.-We continue 
to believe that the request level of $15.367 
million is appropriate for the Asia Founda
tion, given other important funding require
ments. The 17 percent increase ($2.63 million) 

is particularly objectionable because reduc
tions were made in other accounts to fund it. 

Section 111. Consular and diplomatic posts 
abroad.-This provision is a significant im
provement over current law. Inclusion of any 
restriction in this area infringes the Presi
dent's constitutional authority with respect 
to the conduct of diplomatic relations with 
and recognition of foreign governments. We 
continue to prefer only the repeal of the cur
rent section 122 of the FY '88-'89 Authoriza
tion. 

Section 112. Denial of passports.-This pro
vision on passports, as elaborated on in re
port language which seriously 
mischaracterizes Department of State prac
tice, is ill founded and strongly objection
able. The provision serves no purpose except 
to generate confusion and litigation. 

Section 113. Emergencies in the diplomatic 
and consular service.-We strongly believe 
that for effective conduct of the nation's for
eign affairs, the Secretary must have a con
fidential fund for certain kinds of expenses. 
In particular, we are concerned that manda
tory public disclosure of potentially sen
sitive diplomatic activities can be inimical 
to the success of U.S. foreign policy and 
raises constitutional concerns. We similarly 
are concerned about the hard earmark under 
section 101 since it is below the level needed 
to sustain necessary levels of diplomatic ac
tivity in this demanding period. The current 
exhaustive confidential reporting require
ments to the Congress provide information 
necessary to ensure effective oversight of the 
use of these funds. 

Section 114. Lease authority.-We appre
ciate inclusion of this provision, and the ad
dition at the full committee of an exemption 
from competition in contracting for FBO 
leases overseas. We continue to feel that the 
same exemption should apply to purchases of 
buildings overseas as well. 

Section 115. Multiyear contracting for 
Moscow.-We appreciate inclusion of this im
portant provision. However, we believe that 
subsection (d) should be amended to read 
"(d) SUNSET PROVISION.-The authority 
to enter into multiyear contracts contained 
in this section shall cease to have effect 
after September 30, 1993." Since a multiyear 
contract entered into under this authority 
would likely continue in effect and perform
ance after this sunset date, the sunset provi
sion needs to be clarified to ensure that it 
does not affect contracts awarded prior to 
the sunset date and, in particular, ·that the 
Department may utilize the Foreign Service 
Buildings Fund to pay any contractual can
cellation charges which might arise if out
year appropriations were not forthcoming. 

Section 116. Transfers and reprogram
mings.-We appreciate the Committee's will
ingness initially to include the Buying 
Power Maintenance Account transfer au
thority in subsection (a), although given the 
provisions of the BEA we understand it will 
be deleted on the floor. We hope to continue 
to work with the Committee to find an ac
ceptable way to accomplish this purpose. We 
also appreciate inclusion of appropriations 
transfer authority in subsection (b). With re
spect to the latter, it would be helpful if the 
amount that could be transferred could be 
larger for the small accounts, in particular 
the Emergencies and ICC accounts. We ap
preciate inclusion of updated authority to 
transfer authorization in the second year of 
a two-year authorization cycle; and of the 
administration's request to change the 
threshold for reprogramming from $250,000 to 
$500,000 to conform with the level included in 
recent appropriations legislation. We con-

tinue to believe that a streamlined approach 
to reprogramming in the FBO area, by re
pealing section 401(c) of the Inman legisla
tion and going to quarterly reports for true 
reprogrammings under strictly controlled 
conditions would be beneficial. Finally we 
would also propose that the reprogramming 
requirement for transfers in emergency situ
ations be modified by inserting at the end of 
new 24(f)(3): ", except that the 15-day period 
shall apply only insofar as consistent with 
the emergency nature of the situation." This 
would allow obligations and expenditures of 
transferred funds without waiting the full 15 
days after a notification is submitted when 
the emergency so warrants. 

Section 117. Administrative services.-We 
welcome the intent of this section. We think 
that the phrase "or to protect United States 
foreign policy interests" should be added in 
subsection (b)(2) of this amendment to sec
tion 23 of the Basic Authorities Act as an ad
ditional grounds for a waiver by the Sec
retary and that current section 23 be amend
ed by deleting everything after the word 
"service" the second time it appears in the 
last sentence to avoid confusion. 

Section 118. International meetings.-We 
continue to think that it would be useful to 
extend the statutory authority to hire with
out regard to the civil service laws for inter
national meetings. Such authority is cur
rently limited to the ICC account, and we 
would like to have equally certain authority 
in other accounts. The Department would 
continue to apply the Civil Service classi
fication standards in such situations. 

Section 119. Child care facilities at certain 
posts abroad.-We appreciate inclusion of 
this Administration proposal. 

Section 120. Availability of funds.-This 
technical amendment is as requested. 

Section 121. Assistant Secretary of State 
for South Asian Affairs.-The Department 
strongly urges deletion of this section. As re
ported to the Committee in the study man
dated by Section 127 of the 1990-1991 Foreign 
Relations Authorization Act, we believe that 
the Department's current organization is 
best suited to provide sound policy manage
ment of the important issues arising in this 
geographic area. A single Assistant Sec
retary handling both the Near East and 
South Asia enables us to apply a broad range 
of resources and to develop sophisticated ex
pertise on such crucial problems as prolifera
tion of weapons of mass destruction, the Is
lamic revival, and the Afghan issue-all of 
which involve both the countries of South 
Asia and those of the Near East. From a 
management perspective, this would be a 
much smaller bureau than any of the others 
by almost any measure, as we have explained 
in the study mentioned above, and therefore 
would be inefficient. Finally, this provision 
exacerbates the problem of creating bureaus 
by statute, rather than reserving this au
thority to the Secretary of State, as the Ad
ministration has proposed in its draft b111. 

Section 122. Fees received for use of Blair 
House.-We appreciate the Subcommittee's 
ca111ng our attention to the need for this 
provision. 

Section 123. Foreign Service Institute fa
cilities.-As requested. 

Section 124. Maintenance management of 
overseas property.-We appreciate changes 
in this provision made in consultation with 
the Committee, and have no objection to the 
current version. We think in finding (3) that 
"insufficient" in place of "neglect or• better 
describes the situation; and that the world 
"program" should be added after "specific 
maintenance" in subsection (b)(4). 
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Section 125. Defense trade controls reg

istration fees.-As requested. 
Section 126. Visa lookout systems.-We un

derstand the intent of this provision and in
tend to follow its spirit. However, for anum
ber of reasons we cannot comply with it in 
its current form, and must oppose it as now 
drafted. The requirement to purge the files 
can only be accomplished by reviewing indi
vidual files spread around the world. The De
partment does not have the staff to perform 
this task, especially in view of the new bur
dens resulting from the Immigration Act of 
1990. The remedial provision contained in 
section 601(c) of that Act represents a care
fully considered and workable solution to 
this problem. In addition, by prohibiting re
tention of information on aliens who are not 
"excludable," this provision would prohibit 
our keeping track of information on people 
who are, for example, suspected terrorists, 
narcotics offenders, Nazi war criminals, and 
intelligence operatives, unless the formal ad
judication had already been made that they 
were in fact excludable. We could also not 
keep other useful information, e.g., FBI in
terest in arresting an individual if he or she 
entered the U.S., Congressional interest in 
an individual, or pending immigrant visas. 

Section 131. Diplomatic construction pro
gram.-We appreciate inclusion of this sim
plifying and cost-saving provision. 

Section 132. Moscow embassy construc
tion.-We strongly support the provision in
cluded by the full Committee. As we have ar
gued, a firm decision on the approach to be 
followed is needed as quickly as possible, and 
the Administration believes that the Top 
Hat option best meets all of the concerns ex
pressed on this subject. We think any other 
approach would simply lead to impasse, 
which must be avoided. 

Section 141. Ambassadorial appoint
ments.-As requested. 

Section 142. Chief of Mission salary.-As 
requested. 

Section 143. Authority of Secretary to sus
pend employees convicted of crimes.-We are 
disappointed that our proposed revisions 
which would have limited the practice of 
prescriptive relief for employees facing sepa
ration from the Foreign Service and conform 
Foreign Service practices to those in the 
Civil Service have been eliminated. We con
tinue to believe that placing the two systems 
on the same basis is warranted. 

Section 144. Retirement eligibility for cer
tain Federal employees who transfer to 
international organizations.-We believe this 
section would have facilitated our ability to 
attract strong candidates for assignments to 
International Organizations. We understand 
that it will have to be dropped at this time 
for jurisdictional reasons, but seek the Com
mittee's support in working with us and 
other committees to find a mutually-agreed 
approach to dealing with this issue. 

Section 145. Commissary access.-As re
quested. 

Section 146. Storage of personal effects.
As requested. 

Section 147. Transportation of remains.
As requested. 

Section 148. Amendments to title 5.-We 
appreciate inclusion of these requested 
changes, which make minor but helpful 
changes in a number of personnel and allow
ance provisions. We have one minor sugges
tion. We believe that changing 148(e)(3)(B) so 
that it would add "and such educational 
services as are provided by the States under 
the Individuals with Disab111ties Education 
Act" instead of the currently proposed lan
guage would eliminate possible confusion 
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concerning the availab111ty of allowances 
with respect to pre-school education for dis
abled children. 

Section 149. Voluntary leave bank pro
gram.-As requested. 

Section 150. Reassignment and retirement 
of former presidential appointees.-We can 
accept this provision as drafted. 

Section 161. Contributions to the Inter
national Red Cross.-As requested. 

Section 162. Reform in budget decision
making procedures of the United Nations 
and its specialized agencies. 

(a) As requested. 
(b) We have no objection to informing the 

Congress when it is necessary to withhold 
contributions pursuant to section 162(a), but 
would prefer to do so informally as opposed 
to a formal Presidential notification. The 
President has made clear his intention to 
pay previously withheld contributions where 
legally permissible and the annual appro
priation request to the Congress should serve 
as the basis for Congressional notification as 
to how much will be paid to each organiza
tion each year. 

(c) As requested. 
(d) This section should be deleted, since 

Congress will be fully informed through the 
President's annual appropriation request and 
any subsequent reprogrammings notifica
tions. 

Section 163. Permanent International As
sociation of Road Congresses.-As requested. 

Section 164. Report to Congress concerning 
United Nations secondment.-As requested. 

Section 165. International Boundary and 
Water Commission.-As requested. 

Section 166. International fisheries com
missions advance payments.-As requested. 

Section 167. Japan-United States Friend
ship Commission.-As requested. 

Section 168. British-American Interparlia
mentary Group. 

Section 169. U.S. delegation to the CSCE 
assembly.-In each case, we believe it impor
tant that both House and Senate representa
tives to these groups be drawn from both 
major U.S. political parties. We understand 
this is the intention. As is the case with U.S. 
travel to other inter-parliamentary fora, 
funds for each group should be provided 
through a legislative appropriation. 

Section 170. Report Concerning the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization.-We oppose this section as 
being unnecessary. 

Section 171. Inter-American Foundation.
This provision contains the Administration's 
request with respect to funding. We note 
that the proposed restrictions on the quali
fications of individuals the President may 
nominate to the Board of Directors of the 
Foundation infringes both on the President's 
authority under the Appointments clause of 
the Constitution, and the role of the Senate 
in giving advice and consent to presidential 
nominees. 

Section 181. Transition for refugee short
falL-We are very sympathetic to the idea 
that operational problems should not lead to 
a reduction in total refugee admissions. 
However, we are not comfortable with the 
idea of singling out any specific category for 
special treatment. The Administration is ex
tending every effort to resolve the problem 
of departures of approved refugees from the 
Soviet Union in FY '91. If these steps are 
successful, then this proposal would be moot. 
In addition, the Refugee Act of 1980 gives the 
President only the authority to set annual 
refugee admissions levels, a procedure which 
is working well and does not need to be 
changed. We can also address some of these 

problems in the context of the Administra
tion's consultations with the Congress on the 
FY '92 refugee ce111ngs, which begin this year 
in July. We therefore think this provision is 
premature and unnecessary, and that it 
should be dropped for the time being. We are 
also concerned that there is a. danger that 
the rollover provision might lead FY '92 
costs which may be subject to the "pay-as
you-go" provisions of the Budget Enforce
ment Act. 

Section 182. Travel advisory for Jalisco, 
Mexico.-As requested. 

Section 183. The foreign relations of the 
United States historical series.-While we 
think the provision in the bill is a substan
tial improvement over previous versions, we 
continue to have practical and constitu
tional concerns with it. The Administration 
continues to believe that legislation is not 
necessary in this area, and that the plan we 
have developed will resolve those problems 
which have been identified. 

Section 184. Implementation of the Nairobi 
Forward-Looking Strategies for the Ad
vancement of Women.-We note that there
quirement that the Secretary of State sub
mit to Congress a preliminary version of a 
report to the United Nations Secretary Gen
eral infringes the President's constitutional 
authority with respect to the conduct of di
plomacy. 

Section 185. Study of visa refusal for U.S. 
citizens.-We are sympathetic to the aims of 
the legislation but believe it is unnecessary 
as the Department of State already possesses 
information and makes it available publicly 
to U.S. travelers. The Administration is of 
course willing to provide this information to 
Congress. We believe that the problem can 
best be approached diplomatically, and note 
that decisions about the conduct of diplo
macy are reserved by the Constitution to the 
President. 

Section 186. Study of Technical Security 
and Counterintelligence Capab1lities.-Al
though we have no objection to this provi
sion, it cannot restrict the President's con
stitutional authority to protect sensitive 
diplomatic communications and state se
crets from disclosure. 

Section 187. GAO Study of the Food and 
Agricultural Organization.-A technical cor
rection is needed to clarify the jurisdiction 
of the GAO. The Department has no position 
on this provision at this time. 

Section 188. Reports Concerning IsraeL
We strongly oppose this section. The Admin
istration is committed to and actively pursu
ing the repeal of United Nations General As
sembly Resolution 3379 equating Zionism 
with Racism. Interested members of the Con
gress are regularly informed of our progress 
on this issue. We believe, however, that the 
report directed by this section will focus at
tention negatively on this effort, making 
achievement of this goal more difficult. The 
Administration does not support rescission 
of United Nations Security Council Resolu
tion 487. The bombing of the Iraqi nuclear re
actor in 1981 was an action which the United 
States strongly opposed. It would be inappro
priate to approve it ten years later. We dis
cern no support at all for such an effort 
among the other members of the council. 
The United States firmly supports Israeli ef
forts to gain international recognition, and 
we continually urge all nations to establish 
full diplomatic relations with Israel. Again, 
however, we do not believe that maintaining 
a running tally as would be required by this 
section is appropriate or productive. Finally, 
the Administration strongly supports the 
recognition of and establishment of full dip-
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lomatic relations between Israel and the Vice President, we were standing in 
Arab states, but we believe that a "Report front of the house, and I asked, "That 
Concerning the Recognition of Israel by Arab new building over the top of the trees, 
Nations" would complicate our intense, ac- that wouldn't be Mount Alto, would 
tive efforts to achieve this objective. 

D 1230 
Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment of the gentlewoman from 
Maine [Ms. SNOWE]. 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
are now watching the proceedings in 
this Chamber at ever-increasing num
bers. Every day that a home construc
tion project is finished, 999 times out of 
a thousand a cable television system is 
installed. There are now 4,031 cable 
outlets carrying these proceedings, Mr. 
Chairman, and 801 carrying the Senate 
Chamber. That is a rolling audience in 
any given week for the House of about 
53.7 million Americans. So let me go 
over a little history for all those view
ers as we discuss this top hat arrange
ment. 

Here is a bird's-eye view of our U.S. 
compound grounds. Here is the old, 
rundown building on Chaikovskogo 
Blvd. across the street from the decay
ing apartment buildings that have wire 
screens just above the first floor ex
tending about 12 feet over the sidewalk 
to keep pedestrians from being hit on 
the head by falling concrete. Our old 
U.S. Embassy is not in much better 
shape, either before or after the fire. 
Over here, off our compound, are taller 
Soviet buildings with listening devices. 
KGB people have been in there for dec
ades with all sorts of binoculars watch
ing everything that goes on at the 
compound grounds. Over here, of par
ticular interest, is the old Orthodox 
church, closed down by Stalin in the 
early 1920's. One team of Americans 
walked in there once when the guards 
were on a break and they pushed open 
a door, and here were all of the KGB 
functionaries with their headsets on, 
twirling knobs, listening to everything 
that went on in our Embassy. The Em
bassy has a cute name for this church: 
Our Lady of the Listening Devices, or 
something to that effect, but when I 
visited over a decade ago, it was filled 
with a lot of old government records. 
In the spirit of perestroika, they ought 
to give that building back to the Or
thodox bishop of Moscow, and let it be 
a church again. Over here are the 
newly constructed living quarters, all 
bugged from top to bottom, so there's 
no pillow talk in there of a sensitive 
nature. We believe the entire newly 
constructed facility is bugged through
out. 

This new building, the top hat idea 
notwithstanding, is an insult to the 
American people. I hope that some of 
the tours around Washington take 
American taxpayers up to Mount Alto, 
where the new Soviet embassy was 
built. When I was visiting with a future 
President of the United States at the 
old Naval Observatory, the home of the 

it?" 
And this future President said, "It 

certainly is.'' 
I said, "Well, the two top floors there 

have a full view here of the Vice Presi
dent's mansion," and this future Presi
dent gave them a wave, as if to say, 
"Hi," and he said, "Oh, yeah, they pho
tograph everybody who comes to see 
the Vice President here." 

He said, "They are probably a few 
feet back from those dark anodized 
windows with big, powerful Nikon 1500 
millimeter lenses." 

Mr. Chairman, that is how high the 
Mount Alto area is. It dominates the 
landscape with a direct eyeball view of 
the vice presidential mansion and all 
goings-on there. 

To think that we could be taken in 
this way over the past two decades 
without our great State Department 
intervening is incredible. I agree with 
the prior speaker, our distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. FASCELL], that the State Depart
ment is a terrific operation with a lot 
of dedicated people, but to allow diplo
macy to run roughshod over the Amer
ican people by allowing this beautiful 
compound up on Mount Alto to be 
built, while we suffer the indignity of 
listening posts all around our diplo
matic compound in Moscow, with fire
men going in purportedly to save our 
building, but instead stealing classified 
material, is beyond comprehension. 

There will be an amendment submit
ted shortly by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. UPTON] to make the So
viets pay for this insult, and although 
they are broke and do not have enough 
money to feed their people, the sym
bolism of such an amendment is very 
important. So, I not only rise to sup
port the gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. 
SNOWE], but to support the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. UPTON] in his 
amendment. 

As my colleagues know, the Speaker 
told me as I held up my cane which I 
hope to get rid of in a month, we ought 
to put a cane of some kind to go with 
the top hat on our Moscow Embassy. 
Yes, maybe a campanile, like at the 
San Marco piazza in Venice, a bell 
tower to restore to Moscow the bells 
that Trotsky mel ted down in the Red 
Army's war--

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DORNAN 
of California was allowed to proceed for 
1 additional minute.) 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Thereby 
ushering in 74 years of unbelievable 
agony for the Soviet people. It is about 
time we stood up and said, "The games 
are over. If glasnost is real, if 
perestroika is real, if you're asking Mr. 
Gorbachev for a billion and a half dol
lars to rescue your country from revo-

lution, then let's do the decent thing 
here: Tear this building down." And if 
this is not the most sensitive area in 
the world, the crossroads of the world, 
I do not know what is, outside of Jeru
salem. 

Mr. Chairman, we should have the 
most secure building anywhere in the 
world right here. 

Yesterday I had lunch with probably 
the most important Soviet defector in 
the last 12 years. He said he fully ex
pects a revolution in the Soviet Union 
unlike any ever seen in the world, with 
no direction, just spontaneous rioting 
in every city within the next 6 months. 
So, whether it be 5 years or 41/2 years, 
we probably won't get anything built 
for a decade due to the utter decay of 
the Soviet Union. But let us at least 
send the right signals. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DORNAN 
of California was allowed to proceed for 
1 additional minute.) 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Let us 
send the right signals to the Soviet 
Union. Let us let not just the Amer
ican people, but the whole world, know 
that we have been treated in an ugly, 
underhanded manner here that has 
nothing to do with diplomacy. They 
have this beautiful tourist site facility 
up on Mount Alto, and we are left with 
this mess in Moscow, and it is about 
time we went back to square one and 
demanded a facility be built that hon
ors the United States of America. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
think the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DORNAN] has made a good point. I 
have been sitting here for the last hour 
listening to this debate, and I recall 
having listened to the same debate in a 
numerous number of Congresses in the 
past, and apparently we have come to 
the conclusion that we do not want to 
really make a decision or come to a 
conclusion. I do not know whether it is 
driven by the Office of Management 
and Budget, the State Department, or 
CIA, or whoever drives it, or perhaps 
even our own committees of the House. 
At this point it seems to me that we 
need a new embassy. We need a secure 
embassy, and a country that is spend
ing $300 or $400 billion a year on de
fense spending and intelligence work 
around the world, it seems to me that 
in the most secure area of the world 
where we need that protection, $200 
million, which I think is only $85 mil
lion more or less; that is what we are 
arguing about. It is time the Congress 
got off the dime, make the decision. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition of 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BERMAN] and support 
the gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. 
SNOWE]. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DORNAN 
of California was allowed to proceed for 
1 additional minute.) 
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Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 

Chairman, there are going to be impor
tant decisions made in our Embassy in 
Moscow by Fighting Jack Matlock, our 
Ambassador, but his time is about up. 
Whoever follows him will most likely 
be the most important and sensitive 
diplomatic appointment in the last 70 
years. There are going to be decisions 
made on the grounds of this compound 
over the next decade and indeed, as far 
as we can see into the future. Even we 
cannot achieve perfect security, even if 
the bubble is compromised-which I 
doubt-or the people that made the 
bubble, our Embassy should have the 
highest security of anywhere in the 
world. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. All I would say to 
my fellow Members is to just make the 
supposition that we all knew that our 
hearing rooms were bugged, or our re
ception rooms in our offices, and as 
casual and informal as Americans are, 
would we want to know that we can 
only talk in our staff room or our pri
vate offices and could not talk in our 
reception room? It seems to me that 
sometime over the next 5 or 10 years 
somebody is going to be in the first six 
floors of that building and talk about 
material that could be picked up, could 
be related, and could be a major breach 
of security. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Well said. 

0 1240 
Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that we 
are finally on the floor today trying to 
find some resolution to this problem. I 
commend both the chairman of the 
subcommittee and the ranking minor
ity member for trying to bring us to 
this point. , 

I, too, have been to the Moscow Em
bassy. I, too, have been in numerous 
hearings for a number of years now on 
this particular issue. I think we are 
now at a time when clearly there has 
to be a decision and we need to move 
forward. That was accentuated by the 
recent fire in the existing building. I do 
not think there is any question about 
that. 

I think there is consensus on both 
sides, whatever position we are coming 
from on the embassy, that we have to 
have a safe and secure facility to oper
ate effectively, and that there has been 
great concern about the existing struc
tures. Unfortunately, we do not have a 
great deal of time to continue this de
bate from the standpoint that our men 
and women who are serving in Moscow 
today are in a greater state of incon
venience and probable risk than they 
have ever been in. 

Now, had the fire not occurred, I am 
not sure we would have been pushed so 

rapidly to this position, because, quite 
frankly, what the committee is doing 
is presenting the administration's posi
tion. 

In the Intelligence Committee, the 
security people for both the State De
partment and the intelligence commu
nity, including the Director himself, 
have stated that they have signed off 
on the top hat proposal, that the top 
four floors provides them with all the 
space they envision they will need for 
the foreseeable future. It is ironic that 
the chairman of the subcommittee is 
thwarting the administration's posi
tion and the Republicans are arguing 
that the administration is not as con
cerned about the overall security. I was 
amazed when some of my colleagues on 
the floor were saying, "The State De
partment," or "Our State Depart
ment." The question is, who is the Sec
ret,q,ry of State? Who is the Director of 
Central Intelligence? Who was ap
pointed? 

A former DCI made those appoint
ments. Yet when they come forward 
and say they are satisfied with this po
sition and they are satisfied with the 
agreement that was reached, they 
agree that it may not be the best, but 
that it is time to move on, and it is 
ironic that they are not supported from 
the other side. 

Having said that, I think the position 
of the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BERMAN] is reasonable. We should put 
it back on the administration and 
make them come forward with the de
cision. We can call their bluff, if nec
essary. 

Quite frankly, Mr. Chairman, I am 
somewhat amazed by this. The Soviet 
Union is changing dramatically. It may 
be in chaos as we speak, or it is soon to 
be in that position. So if we want to 
wait 6 months, a year, 2 years, or 5 
years, it may become irrelevant. Where 
we ought to be is in the Republics. We 
ought to have offices in locations 
throughout that country, because that 
is where the change is occurring. The 
change is not occurring in Moscow it
self; it is occurring in the Republics. 
They are the ones that are going to de
cide the future of that country, and for 
us to sit around in some ideological lit
mus test, showing how conscientious 
we are on this position or that posi
tion, and failing to recognize the 
change in that country and seeing our 
failure to have offices that we can 
work with quickly is, I think, missing 
the point. 

We have for the past 40 years over
estimated the performance of the So
viet economy. We have underestimated 
the desire for change by the Soviet peo
ple themselves, and yet we sit around 
deciding as a country whether we want 
to tear the darned building down or 
build a new one or add two or three or 
four floors. I believe that is ridiculous. 

If the administration is secure in its 
position that they believe this top hat 

can provide the necessary space to con
tinue operations, then we ought to 
move forward. If this Congress is so 
concerned that that cannot occur, then 
we at least ought to adopt the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BERMAN] and force the 
administration to come back and ei
ther say that this is the ultimate posi
tion, that this is the best we can do at 
this time, or it is not. But I believe 
that for us to go through this so-called 
litmus test is ridiculous. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
McCURDY] has expired. 

(On request of Mr. BERMAN and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. MCCURDY was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCURDY. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the gentleman's comments, 
and I thought they were right on the 
mark. 

I think at this point it makes sense 
for the body to hear from the inspector 
general who, I know both parties agree, 
is an objective and independent person 
who monitors the State Department 
with rigorous oversight. Let us read 
what the Inspector General said about 
the present Moscow Embassy and why 
it is so important for us to get off the 
dime here and do something. The In
spector General said this: 

Almost everyone in Moscow works amidst 
dirt, noise, extremes of heat and cold, dust, 
pollution, power outages, constant disrup
tions and interruptions. Mission personnel 
are literally working in a construction site. 
Security considerations hamper nearly every 
aspect of living and working in Moscow. Mis
sion personnel operate under a constant mi
croscope of congressional, press, and public 
scrutiny, as well as intense intelligence ef
forts by the Soviets. 

I am not sure which is worse. 
Long hours, aborted weekends, holidays, 

due to a mounting visitor load, and an unbe
lievably cumbersome, hostile Soviet bu
reaucracy create what is referred to as the 
Moscow syndrome, a grinding, pervasive, and 
cumulative debilitation of morale deficiency 
and health. In the collective experience of 
the inspection team members who have 
served in more than 60 posts, including many 
hardship posts in the Third World, Moscow 
has the most difficult environment of any for 
efficient administration objectives. 

The inspector general goes on to say: 
I am not here to carry the Department's 

water. I am here as an independent IG to tell 
you a decision must be made to address the 
situation in the short term. While we sit 
back and wait for a realization of the perfect 
long-term situation, the short-term situa
tion is inhumane, unsafe, and insecure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
McCURDY] has again expired. 

(On request of Ms. SNOWE, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. McCURDY was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 
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Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield just for a moment 
so I may finish? 

Mr. McCURDY. I yield to the gen
tleman from California first. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, let me 
just say before I sit down that that re
port was presented by the inspector 
general on March 21, 1991, in the con
text of saying that he felt that top hat 
was an adequate, secure proposal in the 
context of different options. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, before 
I yield to the gentlewoman from 
Maine, I would like to just say one 
thing to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentlewoman from Maine, for 
whom I have the highest regard andre
spect: I have not been wedded to either 
proposal. I know the gentlewoman has 
invested considerable time in this 
project. 

What amazes me in the early debate 
is this: The gentleman from California 
had a map of the actual grounds there, 
and at one point I suggested that we 
might just acquire the land in between 
the existing building and the new 
building and build another structure 
there. At the time they said, "Well, 
that is not possible because of existing 
structures, and we can't get permission 
from the Soviet Government." 

Since then the city of Moscow has 
taken over, and they granted us that 
land. We now have a contiguous site 
here. What I have argued is that we are 
going to need space out there eventu
ally, especially if there are economic 
opportunities in the future, and maybe 
we should go ahead and do the top hat 
and then build a new building, and if 
we want security in that in-between 
space, we could go ahead and tear the 
old one down. 

But the more we debate this, the 
more we get involved and the longer it 
takes, and we are getting nowhere. We 
have gotten nowhere in 4 or 5 years. I 
expected a new building in 1985, and I 
know the gentlewoman from Maine has 
been working on it for that long as 
well. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield now? 

Mr. McCURDY. I am glad to yield to 
the gentlewoman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman's yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, on that last point, 
that is what I am concerned about, be
cause the new building was supposed to 
replace the old building. So we are 
going to have the old building and this 
new building in whatever form, and if 
it is top hat, we are going to have to 
have the additional building because it 
will not be adequate for the classified 
space. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just make a 
point concerning the inspector gen
eral's report. 
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Yet I would acknowledge the hazard

ous conditions. In fact, the subcommit
tee several years ago wrote a report, 
after our trip to Moscow, about the dif
ficult working conditions that our 
American personnel have to work 
under. 

Let me say this: The Inspector Gen
eral talked to my staff the other day 
and he said if teardown could win, he 
would make phone calls urging Mem
bers to vote for it, because he thinks 
that is the better alternative. 

I am asking the gentleman from 
Oklahoma, do you not think that we 
have an obligation to make a choice 
here today to vote one way or the 
other? I know the gentleman from 
Oklahoma. He is very serious and hard
working. If one has worked on an issue 
for 6 years, everyone has examined it, 
every agency, every possible dimension 
of this issue has been examined, and it 
comes back to one conclusion. What is 
the impact? We each have a vote. Let 
us vote on this issue and move it on. 

The amendment of the gentleman 
from California really is going to get 
back to where we were at the begin
ning. We are going to be at an impasse. 
It is making no decision at all. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
McCURDY] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MCCUR
DY was allowed to proceed for 3 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. MCCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I con
tinue to yield to the gentlewoman from 
Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, that is 
the point I think we are all trying to 
make here today. If you think top hat 
is the right solution, which obviously 
the gentleman from California did be
cause he embraced it, so I assumed he 
examined the merits of that proposal 
and decided that was the best ap
proach. I on the other hand and mem
bers of the Republican side of the For
eign Affairs Committee decided that 
teardown was in conjunction with the 
reports that have been made to this 
Congress in the past. I voted against 
teardown in 1987 so that we would have 
an opportunity to make a rational 
judgment on this issue. 

I have waited 4 years, and what we 
have come to is going back to where we 
started. I say that we have an obliga
tion as an institution. I prefer to be a 
Member who takes a stand on ·an issue. 
I want to take a stand on an issue. 

I have heard from that side in the 
past, we must take stands on issues. I 
heard us going back to the administra
tion after we have looked at this issue 
from every dimension possible. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, if I 
can reclaim my time, I would respond, 
first of all, it is not unusual for us to 
either face money or provide funds for 
the administration to come back with 
a position of what is a final decision. 

We do it in Armed Services every day 
on weapon systems. We do it in mili
tary construction. This is not in the ju
risdiction of the Intelligence Commit
tee. 

We have had hearings, and we have 
been told that there is sufficient space 
to secure an area to perform whatever 
functions that we require. 

The President of the United States 
should make this decision. The gentle
woman from Maine is basically arguing 
for an ideal position. Great. If that po
sition would be satisfied, if we could 
reach that, then I would agree. But the 
fact of the matter is, the other body 
has not supported that in those com
mittees. For the first time the gen
tlemr o. from California has offered, be
cause those other committees that 
have jurisdiction have now said they 
agree, they will authorize or appro
priate the funds once the administra
tion comes back with a decision. 

Ms. SNOWE. The administration has 
made a recommendation, if the gen
tleman would yield further. They have 
told us, let us move forward. Why are 
we afraid to vote on this issue? Why is 
the gentleman afraid to vote? We are 
435. Let us cast our vote and make a 
decision~ What are we afraid of? 

I would like to get an answer from 
that side in terms of what are we afraid 
of about voting on the issue. We have 
examined it. We have three examina
tions. An exhaustive review by the 
CIA, our counterparts in the Senate, 
the Senate Intelligence Committee 
support strongly teardown. So what is 
the problem here? It is not that the ad
ministration has not made a decision. 

The administration came back with 
top hat. They wanted teardown, but 
there was an impasse in the appropria
tions. They now recommend top hat. 
We know what the facts are. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I re
claim my time. 

What we are only saying here is the 
administration, yes, the administra
tion came back with top hat. They said 
that satisfies their requirements. They 
may ideally want the other, but they 
know that it takes more than just one 
house in order to accomplish that. And 
what we are offering them is this. 

We are trying to resolve the impasse 
here. We are trying to actually resolve 
it and not further it by having a con
flict with the other body. So if you ac
cept the reasonable position of the gen
tleman from California, who is saying, 
if the administration believes it, the 
money is there, then that is the posi
tion we will take. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
McCURDY] has again expired. 

(On request of Ms. SNOWE and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. MCCURDY was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 



May 15, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 11109 
Mr. McCURDY. I yield to the gentle

woman from Maine. 
Ms. SNOWE. I did not know we had a 

problem with the other body. In fact, 
the other body refused the 
reprogramming to the State Depart
ment on this issue recently. So there is 
not a problem. 

Mr. McCURDY. The problem is, it is 
not just one body versus the other. 

Ms. SNOWE. It is no position. 
Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, we 

have two separate committees on the 
other side. We may be violating the 
rules here. There are two other com
mittees over there that have taken op
posite positions. We have had the same 
here, although we are saying we have 
an opportunity now, because we have 
gotten them to agree, to put the money 
in the one pot. And if the administra
tion says that is what they want to do, 
at least you have a position of the 
House in total. Then we can go to the 
other body and say, look, here is our 
position. Why do you not do the same? 

I think that is the way we resolve it. 
It is politics. It is compromise. 

I know that is difficult to under
stand. It does not meet the perfect lit
mus test, but it is reality today. And it 
is the only way we are going to get a 
solution to this problem. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UPTON AS A SUB

STITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OF
FERED BY MS. SNOWE 
Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment as a substitute for the 
amendments en bloc. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. UPTON as a sub

stitute for the amendments en bloc offered 
by Ms. SNOWE: 

Strike paragraph (7) of section lOl(a). 
Strike section 132 and insert in lieu thereof 

the following: 
SEC. 132. MOSCOW EMBASSY SECURITY. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Section 401(a) of the Diplomatic Security 
Act (22 U.S.C. 4851) is amended-

(1) In paragraph (4) by striking "Amounts" 
and inserting "Except as provided in para
graph (5), amounts"; and 

(2) by adding after paragraph (4) the follow
ing new paragraph (5): 

"(5) MOSCOW EMBASSY SECURITY.-Of the 
amounts authorized . in paragraph (4), 
$130,000,000 shall be available for fiscal year 
1992 and $150,000,000 shall be available for fis
cal year 1993 only for the costs of 
deconstruction of the partially constructed 
new chancery of the United States Embassy 
in Moscow to the basement level and recon
struction of a new chancery on the same 
site.". 

(b) ExTRAORDINARY SECURITY SAFE
GUARDS.-

(1) In carrying out the reconstruction 
project under section 401(a)(5) of the Diplo
matic Security Act (as amended by sub
section (a) of this section), the Secretary of 
State shall ensure that extraordinary secu
rity safeguards are implemented with re
spect to all aspects of security, including 
materials, logistics, construction methods, 
and site access. 

(2) Such extraordinary security safeguards 
under paragraph (1) shall include the follow
ing: 

(A) Exclusive United States control over 
the site during reconstruction. 

(B) Exclusive use of United States or non
Soviet materials and workmanship with re
spect to the new chancery structure. 

(C) To the extent feasible, prefabrication 
in the United States of major portions of the 
new chancery. 

(D) Exclusive United States control over 
construction materials during the entire 
logistical process of reconstruction. 

(c) UNITED STATES-SOVIET RECIPROCITY 
CONCERNING OCCUPANCY OF NEW CHANCERY 
BUILDINGS.-Subject to section 151 of the 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1988 and 1989, and paragraph (a) under 
Department of State. 
"Acquisition, Operation and Maintenance of 
Buildings Abroad" of Public Law 99-aa, the 
Secretary of State may not permit the So
viet Union to use or occupy the new chan
cery, protocol, and consular buildings at its 
new embassy complex in Washington, Dis
trict of Columbia, or any other new facility 
in the Washington metropolitan area, until-

(A) the reconstruction project under sec
tion 401(a)(5) of the Diplomatic Security Act 
(as amended by subsection (a) of this section) 
has been completed and the new chancery 
building for the United States Embassy in 
Moscow is ready for occupancy; and 

(B) the Secretary of State and the Director 
of Central Intelligence certify, on the basis 
of the best available information, that the 
new chancery building for the United States 
Embassy in Moscow provides a secure work
ing environment for all sensitive diplomatic 
activities from unclassified but sensitive 
functions to the most highly classified func
tions, provides adequate secure or securable 
office space for future mission needs, and can 
be safely and securely occupied by the Unit
ed States and used for its intended purpose. 

(d) SOVIET REIMBURSEMENT.-The Sec
retary of State shall seek reimbursement 
from the Soviet Union of the full costs in
curred by the United States as a result of the 
intelligence activities of the Soviet Union 
directed at the new United States Embassy 
in Moscow, including an amount equal to-

(1) $65,000,000; or 
(2) the sum necessary to complete the re

construction project under section 401(a)(5) 
of the Diplomatic Security Act (as amended 
by subsection (a) of this section); 
whichever is greater. 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Section 304 of Public Law 1~202 (The 

Department of Commerce, Justice, and 
State, the Judiciary and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1988) is repealed. 

(2) Section 154 of Public Law 99-93 (The 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1986 and 1987) is amended by striking 
out subsection (a). 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.-This section shall 
take effect October 1, 1991. 

Mr. UPTON (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that tlte amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, the 

Upton substitute is simple and it is 
fair. The substitute includes the Snowe 
language and would require that the 
Soviet Union pay the difference be
tween the top hat and the teardown 
proposals, which could be as much as 
$65 million or more. 

The substitute would not further 
delay the tearing down of the bug-rid
den U.S. Embassy in Moscow. It would 
not stop the construction of a new U.S. 
Embassy in Moscow as provided for 
under the original Snowe amendment. 
And it would not raise the cost of the 
original committee bill by one penny 
and would provide the most secure 
building possible for a new U.S. Em
bassy in Moscow. 

Mr. Chairman, the substitute does 
not require that the Soviet Union pay 
the full cost of the new construction of 
the U.S. Embassy, which some rightly 
argue that they should. It requires in
stead that the Soviet Union pay the 
difference between the two proposals. 
· The amendment is fair. It is reason

able. The Soviet Union broke the 
agreement on the construction of the 
new embassy. They are the ones that 
bugged it and, damn it, they are the 
ones that ought to pay for it. 

The United States has waited long 
enough to get this matter resolved, and 
the Congress has dragged its feet too 
long. My colleague from Maine indi
cated that she has been working on 
this for 6 long years. We know the is
sues. Let us vote on it, up or down. 
That is what the American public de
mands. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UPTON. I yield to the gentle
woman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. I appreciate the gentle
man's amendment because I think it is 
an important amendment. We do not, 
obviously, know the difference in cost 
between top hat and the teardown be
cause at this point it is an estimate by 
the State Department, but it is an im
portant principle because the Soviets 
ought to reimburse us for the damages 
that have occurred to this embassy. 

This is very unusual. It is very 
unique. It is costing the American tax
payer millions and millions of dollars. 
It is certainly consistent with the lan
guage that was incorporated in the 
amendment that I and the former 
chairman of the subcommittee, Mr. 
Mica, offered several years ago that 
would require the State Department to 
seek reimbursement through the form 
of arbitration talks with the Soviets to 
recover some of the damages concern
ing this new building. 

I appreciate the gentleman's effort 
and it certainly, I think, strengthens 
the principle here that the Soviets 
ought to assume responsibility and ac
countability for the damages that have 
occurred and prevent our American 
personnel from moving into a more 
habitable working environment that 
has certainly jeopardized the life and 
safety of individuals who work there, 
given the two fires that have occurred 
since 1987. 

So again I want to thank the gen
tleman for his amendment. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Upton amendment. 
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Mr. Chairman, I want to preface my 

brief remarks by commending the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN]. 
Not only is he one of the most useful 
Members of this House, but he is acre
ative foreign policy expert. And he has 
come forward with a very innovative 
approach to an almost intractable 
problem. I recognize that, and I com
mend him for his efforts. 

I also want to commend the gentle
woman from Maine who has done he
roic work on this very difficult subject, 
has shown great courage and persist
ence. 
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It is not easy disagreeing with your 

own administration, just as I dare say 
some on the other side find it not easy 
to support the administration. 

But, in any event, we have a very dif
ficult problem, and I think we should 
back up for a second and take a fresh 
look at it. Clearly, the weight of evi
dence from all of the experts and the 
people who have studied this is that 
teardown is the way to go. 

Moscow is the most sensitive station 
on the globe. And this embassy ought 
to have maximum security. 

What is standing between us and 
maximum security is $64 million. I 
would suggest that amount of money 
drops from the table unnoticed on some 
of the expensive matters we. budget 
around here. But the difference be
tween top hat, which is a jerryrigged, 
partial, fractional solution to the prob
lem of security in Moscow, and the 
teardown is $64 million. Surely we can 
find that somewhere. We might even 
cut a portion of the National Endow
ment for the Arts budget, just a one
time excision, to help up procure a se
cure embassy in Moscow should your 
priorities direct you that way. 

This problem is compounded because 
the State Department has almost 
thrown in the towel. They have run 
in to the brick wall so many times they 
have decided that if you cannot get 
dinner you take an hors d' oeu ver, and 
they believe they cannot get teardown, 
so they are going to take whatever 
they can get, which in this cir
cumstance is something we call top 
hat. 

I say that this body has a responsibil
ity to the people who sent us here to 
provide the most secure embassy ob
tainable in Moscow, and that means 
voting for teardown, and so let us vote 
for teardown. Then let the chips fall 
where they may. 

I think the other body is going to 
support us. I think there has been a 
change of heart over there. I know of 
one prominent Senator who was for top 
hat before and now is for teardown. In 
any event, this is not going to be 
solved here. It is not going to be solved 
across the Rotunda. It is going to be 
solved in a conference committee. 

We go to a conference committee 
with some strength if this House is on 

record for teardown. So I suggest we go 
on record for teardown. So I suggest we 
go on record for teardown with as 
many votes as we can. 

Let us ask the State Department to 
bite its lower lip for a few weeks while 
the Congress works its will. But I am 
hoping that lightning will strike. I am 
hoping that the Appropriations Com
mittee will come to understand what 
we understand and that is teardown is 
the most secure embassy premises we 
can have. We deserve it. Our people de
serve it. Our country deserves it. 

We can afford it, and so let us go into 
conference with some strength, with a 
position staked out, and I say that 
with a bow of admiration for the cre
ativity, the inventiveness of the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to associate 
myself with the remarks of the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

In my judgment, anything less than a 
teardown would be a supreme gamble 
on our part. Top hat itself, in my judg
ment, would reconstitute the possibil
ity of whatever they did on the original 
one and could be done on the top hat 
portion of the existing building. 

Mr. HYDE. Would the gentleman sug
gest that people who have to visit the 
top three floors, th:r:-ee floors under top 
hat, could be identified as intelligence 
personnel, and those that stayed down
stairs be identified as nonintelligence 
personnel, and would that intelligence 
help the adversary? 

Mr. GEKAS. If the gentleman would 
yield further, I think I would say yes. 

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. GEKAS. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 

Berman perfecting amendment. Let me 
begin by offering a bit of my own cre
dentials on this issue and-in the spirit 
of "truth in advertising"-telling you 
where I come from. 

First of all, I am a member of the ap
propriations subcommittee, that body 
that has supposedly been the problem 
on this issue here in the House of Rep
resentatives. 

Second, I have supported the ideal of 
a partial teardown since I have had an 
opportunity to look at this and get in
volved in this issue. 

The third point I want to make is I 
have not spent as much time as the 
gentlwoman from Maine, who has done 
admirable work on this, and certainly 
knows the issue very well. 

But I have been over there twice to 
look at our Embassy, and I have been 

·involved in this for 3 years; I've at
tended countless briefings and meet-

ings here in the United States, meet
ings in my office, classified briefings 
before our subcommittee on this issue. 
So, I think I have some knowledge of 
where we are coming from on this. 

I have always believed that the par
tial teardown and rebuild makes more 
sense from the standpoint of time and 
money. I have been over to that Em
bassy. It is a miserable situation. The 
conditions they are working in are mis
erable, and we need more secure space. 

The most compelling argument for 
the partial teardown, now we are call
ing it top hat, is that it gets the job 
done more quickly. Yes, in an ideal 
world, we should tear down the whole 
building. In an ideal world, we probably 
should build the Embassy somewhere 
on the Moon, I suppose, or certainly 
out in the middle of Siberia where we 
would not be close to any other kinds 
of buildings or sewers or any other 
kinds of underground infrastructure. 
But we do not live in an ideal world in 
the Soviet Union. It is not a perfect 
world. 

I believe it is a fact that the partial 
teardown option we are talking about 
here today can give us the kind of secu
rity that we need to do our secure work 
in the Soviet Union. It also gives us al
most as much space, not quite as 
much, but 80 percent as much of the se
cure space that we would get with a 
complete new building. But the most 
compelling reason is the time we would 
save and only secondarily is the money 
we would save. 

So I believe top hat is the better ap
proach. However, I have said, and I 
have said before in the subcommittee, 
and I have said to the people from the 
State Department, I said that we have 
got to get off the dime on this. If the 
only thing we can do is tear it down 
and rebuild it, I will support that. Let 
us get going with some plan for a new 
building. 

But we don't have a consensus for a 
new building, so here we are faced once 
again with this problem. If the Snowe 
amendment were to pass, we are going 
to be right back in the same impasse. 
That is why I think the Berman 
amendment, which my colleague from 
California has offered, is a reasonable 
approach to this thing. 

It says let us get this impasse off the 
back of the six committees and the 
Congress of the United States, three in 
the Senate, three in the House, where 
we cannot get together on this thing. 
Let us get this off our back and give 
the decision back to the administra
tion. 

I can only speak absolutely for my
self, but I believe that I know what the 
other members of the appropriations 
subcommittee in the House of Rep
resentatives will do with this issue, 
and I know the commitment the chair
man has made. The commitment is 
that we will fund this construction. We 
will fund it regardless; we will not fund 
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it and write language in that says it 
has to be the partial teardown, the top 
hat proposal. We will allow the deci
sion to be made by the intelligence 
community and the State Department. 
Let them make the decision. Put it 
back in the hands of the experts. Take 
it out of Congress where the impasse is 
very clear. 

It is for that reason that I believe 
that we must do this. 

Let me also add that if there ever 
was any question about this issue, the 
last fire that we experienced this 
spring oug}).t to have made it very clear 
that we need to do something and do it 
quickly. We cannot occupy anything 
but a very small part of our old Em
bassy. All the secure work is now being 
done in the basement underneath the 
new facility that we cannot occupy. 

As Ambassador Matlock told us in 
our briefing, if we were to do the total 
teardown, he would have to vacate that 
space. There would be no place, no 
place for them to do the work during 
the interim of the 5 years we are talk
ing about of tearing down and rebuild
ing an entire new building. 

So, I think the arguments are com
pelling for top hat, but I am prepared 
to let somebody else make that deci
sion. If it is better for us to somehow 
work out in the open in tents or work 
around the swimming pool or in the 
bowling alley over there, then OK, we 
will do that, and we will tear the whole 
thing down. We will get it out from 
under Congress where the decision 
can't be made. It does not have to be 
made wondering whether or not Con
gress will fund this option or that, be
cause there is a commitment to fund 
whatever the administration decides is 
the best approach. 

For those reasons, I argue in favor of 
the Berman amendment and hope that 
it will be adopted. . 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KOLBE. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate very much the gentleman's re
marks, and I think he has articulated 
the reason behind my amendment. 

It is to try and come to some kind of 
compromise to get this thing going be
cause of the deplorable conditions that 
now exist at our Embassy in Moscow. 

I think it is important to point out 
that the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
UPI'ON] has offered an amendment as a 
substitute for the amendment offered 
by the gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. 
SNOWE] which essentially embodies the 
Snowe amendment, proposing tear
down. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. KOLBE 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BERMAN. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I would like the gentle-

man's reaction to the situation. Now, I 
am advised that the gentlewoman from 
Maine plans to accept, if my amend
ment is defeated, plans to ·accept a sub
stitute to her language offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. UPI'ON]. 
The substitute offered by the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. UPI'ON] es
sentially is the teardown proposal, but 
requires the Soviets to pay part of the 
cost. 

Mr. KOLBE. All of which is being ne
gotiated now as a matter of claims be
tween the two countries. 

D 1310 
Mr. BERMAN. That is right. How

ever, if it is conditional, even if the ad
ministration decides that teardown is 
the right ideal and the Upton amend
ment is in law, they will not be able to 
commence action on the teardown al
ternative until such time as they have 
resolved these claims. This now puts in 
the hands of the Soviet Union the abil
ity to prolong and prolong and prolong 
the teardown proposal, even if they de
cide that is what they want to do. 

Mr. KOLBE. I think the gentleman 
has made a very good point. These are 
obviously very difficult negotiations 
that are going on. 

We have a claim. We think we have a 
good claim. The Soviet Union has 
shown some willingness to compromise 
on the issue and talk about this, to ad
judicate our claim. But we are not 
going to do it if we have this kind of 
legislation. We cut the ground out from 
under our negotiations. 

I think it is correct to say that we 
would, by the Upton proposal, make it 
more difficult and certainly add an
other year to the 5-year teardown, and 
perhaps make it another 6 or 7 years 
before we get anything done. The con
ditions there are absolutely deplorable. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
woman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman from Arizona 
yielding, and I would like to clarify the 
point. It does not hold up construction 
as drafted. 

It says shall seek reimbursement, 
nothing about construction cannot 
commence. This would be part of the 
arbitration talks that we passed legis
lation or~ several years ago. 

So, it is instructing the State De
partment that they shall seek reim
bursement. That is an important point. 

Second, what is interesting about top 
hat proposal, which the gentleman sup
ports, is that we will have to get per
mission through a written agreement 
that will have to be signed by both the 
Soviet Union and the United· States for 
the additional space in order to height
en the proposal under top hat. We do 
not know how long that will take. We 
do not know what the Soviets will ask 
in return for providing that additional 
air space. That certainly could length
en the time in addition to the design 

work that will have to be done on top 
hat, which obviously has not been 
done, and well under way for teardown. 

There is a major difference in time in 
terms of where teardown is. We can 
move ahead with that, under any cir
cumstances. We cannot move ahead 
with that under top hat. Due to the de
sign work, it will take 6 months to a 
year, plus we have to negotiate a writ
ten agreement with the Soviets. 

(By unanimous consent Mr. KOLBE 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. I want to add a final 
point, in looking at the Berman legis
lation, because I think it does hold up 
construction. It said that the new 
chancery building for the United 
States Embassy in Moscow is ready for 
occupancy. The Soviet Union agrees to 
provide full reimbursement for the 
goods and services of real monetary 
value in addition to the form of cash 
payment to the United States for costs 
incurred by the United States as a re
sult of the intelligence activities of the 
Soviet Union directed to the United 
States Embassy in Moscow. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, reclaim
ing my time on the question of the top 
hat requiring approval to go up an ad
ditional 9 meters. The Berman amend
ment puts this approval back with the 
administration. If we cannot get con
sent by the time the design is finished 
in the fall, we can say, "Let's go." The 
administration could say, "Let's go 
with the total teardown." 

Ms. SNOWE. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, that will add more 
time, because we have not done the de
sign work. That will lengthen the proc
ess. 

If we passed teardown and it was 
signed into law, we can proceed with 
teardown. Cannot do that with top hat. 
We have to negotiate an agreement 
with the Soviets which is not in writ
ing. Second, the design work that has 
to be taken for that proposal has not 
commenced. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I suggest 
the administration could come to that 
conclusion and go with teardown im
mediately. This is an amendment to 
get past the impasse in Congress. We 
pass the Snowe amendment, we are 
right back in the impasse that has 
blocked resolution of this issue for 
years. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KOLBE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Maine, if she looks at the lan
guage she read from the Berman 
amendment, the language with respect 
to the Soviet Union having to agree to 
provide full reimbursement to the 
United States for costs incurred by the 
United States as a result of their intel-
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ligence activities is a condition for 
their occupying Mount Alto, not for 
the United States to proceed with an 
alternative that makes sense from a se
curity, from a time, and from a cost 
point of view. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. I appreciate the gentle
man's indulgence, and I appreciate the 
disagreement that we have on this 
issue. 

I guess the concern that I have is 
that we have made decisions here 
today as committees, as Members of 
Congress, the 'executive branch has 
made their decision, and I am con
cerned that it is going to lead to an
other impasse based on what the gen
tleman is proposing from California, 
because it virtually is no decision, and 
it will leave everyone languishing. 

The administration wants direction 
from Congress, and I think we are fully 
capable, based on the information that 
has been given to this Congress, on 
what to do. It has taken 4 years. We 
know what the information is, and I 
think we should be comfortable about 
moving forward. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

As someone who does not serve on 
the committee, as the debate has gone 
on, I have ended up with a couple of 
questions. I wonder if the gentlewoman 
from Maine might help me a little bit. 

Am I right in assuming from the de
bate, that if everyone has their druth
ers, the diplomatic community and in 
the Congress and elsewhere, if everyone 
has their druthers, that they would 
prefer teardown, but that other things 
have gotten in the way? But that the 
preferable option here is to tear it 
down and start over again? 

Ms. SNOWE. If the gentleman will 
· yield, the gentleman is absolutely cor

rect. The State Department, the 
Central Intelligence Agency, independ
ent report, Members of Congress, we 
have considered this issue, and actu
ally the administration is looking for 
direction from the Congress because 
there has been an impasse in the past 
on this issue. 

So it comes down to, as the gen
tleman recognizes here in this debate 
here, it comes down to teardown. Many 
of the Members have indicated, I think 
teardown is the best approach, but let 
the administration come back and 
make that decision which they already 
said is the preferable option. 

So what is the problem? 
Mr. WALKER. That is somewhat con

fusing here because everybody is 
quoting from the administration let
ters which they claim supports now, 
top hat over teardown, and it gets a lit
tle confusing for people who have not 
dealt with this issue closely for the 
last several weeks, about where the ad
ministration really stands on this. 

Do I understand that the State De
partment position is essentially that 
they would like to do teardown, but 
they do not think they can get that 
through the Congress? So in order to 
get things moving along the way, they 
will take top ha.t, if that is what they 
have to take? But if they could some
how wrangle teardown through the 
Congress, they would prefer that? 

Ms. SNOWE. The gentleman is cor
rect. They prefer teardown. 

Mr. WALKER. It is confusing. 
Ms. SNOWE. They prefer teardown. 

The letters have been read here today. 
We prefer teardown, but we are con
cerned with not getting the appropria
tions for this teardown alternative, so 
they came back to top ;hat as to what 
they viewed as consensus solution be
cause they had no choice. 

They said in terms of security, tear
down is the best approach. 

Mr. WALKER. The thing that con
fuses those Members who are off the 
committee, it sounds like the State De
partment is more afraid of the Con
gress than the Soviets; but it is, I 
think, something which we have to 
take into account. 

The other thing that somewhat puz
zles me, it sounds like the Soviets end 
up winning all the way around if we do 
not go to the teardown approach. For 
example, the KGB bugged the building, 
did they not? 

Ms. SNOWE. That is correct. 
Mr. WALKER. So the Soviets, in 

fact, were the ones who built this 
bugged building in the first place, and 
now they have come up with a scenario 
that the State Department will force 
the United States to take the building 
that the Soviets bugged? 

The reason why our hand was forced 
in this was because there was fire at 
the Embassy building that now exists. 
Is that fire at all suspicious? 

Ms. SNOWE. That may be suspicious, 
and that is why it is important to have 
had an investigation into the fire at 
the old Embassy. 

Mr. WALKER. So we have a sus
picious fire that forced the United 
States out of the old building, forced 
the United States maybe into the new 
building. The new building is the one 
they bugged in the first place. In the 
meantime, they are violating the 
agreement, and already occupying the 
new Embassy up on Mount Alto, is that 
the case? Where do they lose? 

Ms. SNOWE. They do not. They will 
be rewarded in the top hat proposal be
cause they will be allowed to move into 
the Mount Alto facility because the 
State Department has already allowed 
them to use the space, contrary to ex
isting law. 

It is interesting if we look at this 
whole proposal, back in 1980, the Sovi
ets held up our construction agree
ments to our detriment as we now well 
see, because we had to use Soviet per
sonnel. We did not use any Americans' 

supervision, or very little if that, and 
we allowed the Soviets to move into 
the housing compound up at Mt. Alto, 
so we lost our leverage with the Sovi
ets to negotiate the construction 
agreement that would have been in our 
interest. So this is what we ended up 
with, the partially built, thoroughly 
compromised building in Moscow. 

D 1320 
That is exactly what we will end up 

doing with top hat if we have to lock 
ourselves into that proposal. We will 
end up agreeing to give up access to 
the Soviets because we need the addi
tional space, and they will know that 
we are locked into that agreement. 

Mr. WALKER. Well, the KGB ends up 
the big winner because the State De
partment does not want to face down 
the Appropriations Committee. I mean, 
this is a fairly strange kind of oper
ation that we have going there. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. Yes, I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I can
not believe what I am hearing. Essen
tially, this gentleman is weaving a web 
here of a State Department, of an ad
ministration that is either infiltrated 
up and down with spies, traitors, trea
son to the United States and to the 
people of this country, or is so foolish 
and so naive and so disingenuous that 
it is making a proposal which will ad
vance the interest of the KGB and the 
Soviet Union. 

This echoes of some of the most ex
treme cries that everything that was 
befalling us that was not good was the 
responsibility of some people here. The 
logical extension and the implication 
of this gentleman's remarks are simply 
absurd on their face. 

Mr. WALKER. Well, reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is 
becoming hysterical over nothing. All I 
was suggesting was that the KGB 
somehow ends up a big winner out of 
what is going on here. 

Mr. BERMAN. Exactly. 
Mr. WALKER. The KGB did in fact 

bug the building. Does the gentleman 
disagree with that? 

Mr. BERMAN. The KGB bugged the 
building, yes. Now we have to do some
thing about it. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is sug
gesting a scenario whereby the State 
Department may at some point, be
cause their hand has been forced by a 
fire in the Embassy, to occupy the 
bugged building that the KGB built. It 
seems to me that somewhere along the 
line the KGB is not going to be all that 
unhappy about that. If we can put the 
State Department into a building 
where they can listen to everything 
that goes on in the bottom six floors, it 
seems to me they are going to be 
mighty happy campers over there in 
the KGB. That is ~ll I am suggesting. I 
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am not suggesting any conspiracies. 
There is nothing hysterical about this. 
It is just the fact the KGB is going to 
be the winner. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. WALKER. Surely, I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from California 

Mr. BERMAN. The recommendation 
of the administration, the CIA Direc
tor, and the State Department for the 
partial teardown top hat alternative 
emerged before the fire at the Moscow 
Embassy. It was because they finally 
were given information from the Mos
cow City Council and others that they 
could now build above the previous 
height limit, and therefore have ade
quate secured space. 

The gentleman from Arizona, myself, 
every Democrat, and three Republicans 
on the Foreign Affairs Committee are 
not pushing a proposal to serve the in
terest of the KGB, wittingly or unwit
tingly, and to suggest otherwise cre
ates a laughable proposition and de
means the position of the gentlewoman 
from Maine and all that she has been 
fighting for over a number of years. 

Mr. WALKER. Well, Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his contribu
tion, but all this gentleman is suggest
ing is that there appears to be a major 
victory here for the people who origi
nally built the building in defiance of 
the diplomatic treaties, namely, to 
build a bugged building. That gives me 
some pause as a Member of this House. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. Surely, I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding to me. 

I hope I am not hysterical and I do 
not think the gentleman is hysterical, 
either, in suggesting that the State De
partment is completely riddled with 
traitors. 

Mr. WALKER. There was no sugges
tion of that kind. 

Mr. KOLBE. I understand that. 
I would just like to make two points, 

Mr. Chairman. First of all, the over
whelming evidence is that this last fire 
was not suspicious, unless I suppose 
the American worker who was doing 
the welding was perhaps some plant of 
some sort, but it would appear to have 
been caused by slag which fell from the 
welding. That is the overwhelming evi
dence, but certainly does deserve to be 
investigated. 

The second thing is that while the 
State Department, it is true that the 
State Department would want ideally 
to have a teardown, I think the fire has 
changed that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex
pired. 

(At the request of Mr. KOLBE, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
happy to continue to yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. KOLBE. Just very quickly, Mr. 
Chairman, if that was the case, it has 
been changed. Ambassador Matlock, 
unless he is absolutely not telling us 
the true story, believes now that be
cause of the fire and the requirement 
that they are now having to work in 
the basement that top hat is the best 
solution to the problem, not only the 
urgency of getting it down faster, it is 
even more urgent, but also where they 
are now working that full teardown 
simply does not work out. 

Mr. WALKER. Well, Mr. Chairman, if 
I can reclaim my time for just a mo
ment, yes, I am sure that in the imme
diacy of the situation, that is true. 

The problem is we are building a 50-
year asset here, so we are trading 
maybe our need for something over a 
period of 50 years because we have an 
immediate situation brought on by a 
fire, that even the gentleman admits 
ought to be investigated, that is what 
gives this gentleman some pause about 
the situation that we now face there. 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. COX of California. In response, 
Mr. Chairman, to the earlier comments 
by my colleague, the gentleman from 
California, I would just like to rei t
erate what has been said earlier in this 
debate, that the State Department and 
the CIA both prefer teardown and re
build. In a joint letter, Secretary of 
State Baker and the Director of 
Central Intelligence, Mr. Webster, 
wrote: 

We have both stated to the Congress that 
the best solution from a security standpoint 
would be to avoid the use of the existing So
viet built structure. Efforts to obtain fund
ing for a teardown and rebuild option, how
ever, have been unavailing. The administra
tion as a consequence proposed top hat only 
out of desperation because Members of the 
Congress-
specifically our colleagues on the other 
side of this issue-
will refuse to make these funds available. 

I think it is pretty clear in this era 
that no one inside the · Soviet Union 
who is respectable from the Western 
standpoint is defending the KGB. Many 
people are worthy of our support now 
in this changing world inside the So
viet Union, but the KGB is not such a 
group. The KGB is still to be feared and 
we ought as Americans to be concerned 
about it. 

Top hat, because it leaves in place, as 
the gentleman has pointed out, those 
bugged floors which were bugged for a 
purpose, helps the KGB. Teardown and 
rebuild helps America, and that is what 
this vote is all about. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentlewoman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman's comments, be
cause in the final analysis there is no 
question that the Soviets gain in this 
whole tragic episode when it comes to 
looking at how this new office building 
was so seriously compromised. 

Back in the 1970's, it took us more 
than 4 years to reach an agreement 
with the Soviets in terms of how to 
construct this. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has 
again expired. 

(At the request of Ms. SNOWE, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman continue to yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentlewoman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. So, Mr. Chairman, it 
took 4 years to reach an agreement on 
construction with the Soviets. 

In the final analysis, we relinquished 
our ability to supervise that construc
tion. The Soviets gained, because they 
were able to do things to that building 
that were so unique, so unusual, that it 
would be difficult for us to offer coun
termeasures that would be effective 
and secure for the long run. 

I was reviewing the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD and a statement that was sub
mitted to the RECORD last fall by the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. He 
talks about an individual who is a 
member of the Moscow Security Advi
sory Group from 1976 to 1981. He said 
that sophisticated measures were rec
ommended to avoid and solve security 
problems at the Moscow complex dur
ing the course of construction. He con
cludes that most or all those rec
ommendations must have been rejected 
by our own people, probably for politi
cally expedient reasons. 

So the problem has been with our 
own Department in terms of the con
struction of that building; so now we 
have to take the best, most secure ap
proach. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
State Department still is not giving 
credibility to security issues even by 
the admission of their own inspector 
general, so we could face these prob
lems down the road. 

Getting back to top hat, in order for 
that to be successful, and the first 
floors will still be utilized that have 
been bugged by the Soviets, it will be 
dependent upon the commitment of the 
State Department, stringent commit
ment to security procedures, which 
heretofore they have not demonstrated 
whatsoever. That is why we are in this 
problem today. They have not been 
committed to security in the past. 
They have not been committed to secu
rity in the present, and I have to say 
that I do not know if they are going to 
be committed to security in the future. 
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So I think we have to take the extra 

step, given the enormous importance of 
our facility in Moscow. 

I want to again thank the gentleman 
for his comments. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman for her remarks. 

Just to wrap this up, Mr. Chairman, 
in all honesty the name top hat kind of 
fascinates me, because it reminds me 
of the diplomat who is proceeding out 
on the town at night with his top hat 
on, but with bugs in his pants. He may 
well look good at first bl~sh, but he is 
going to spend a mighty uncomfortable 
evening. 

In the case of top hat in the building, 
I think it may look good, but it will 
make for a most untenable situation 
for our diplomatic and intelligence 
work. 

I would hope that the amendment of 
the gentlewoman would be approved. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the teardown proposal and in 
vigorous opposition to top hat. 
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I would hope we could focus on one 

singular point, and it is this: That if we 
let the existing structure stand, the ex
isting eight stories, for the next 50 
years American personnel in there will 
have to proceed under the assumption 
that what they are saying and doing is 
being bugged. 

Now, what kind of a nation are we 
that we would put our top State De
partment officials and other Govern
ment officials in a building, the most 
sensitive Embassy in the world, not 
where we think, maybe, there is a sus
picion that what they say and do might 
be bugged; but, rather, we know with 
certainty that it has been bugged and 
it has been bugged in such a sophisti
cated way that there is virtually no 
way we can be sure that secure con
versations can take place in that facil
ity. It boggles the mind that the Unit
ed States of America would proceed for 
the next 50 years in a building of eight 
stories where we know our conversa
tions are bugged when indeed there is a 
reasonable alternative. 

So, I say let us adopt the reasonable 
alternative. Let us not be snickered at 
by the other nations of the world as 
they walk past this Embassy in Mos
cow and say to themselves and to oth
ers, "There stands the monument to 
the KGB." 

Let us not be snookered, let us cast 
the right votes today in order to bring 
about the teardown of this building so 
we can have a relatively secure Em
bassy. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
Berman amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, very briefly, members 
of the committee, because I know we 

are nearing a vote on the Berman 
amendment, it really gets down to the 
fact as to whether or not we are pre
pared as an institution, as an authoriz
ing committee to make the decision on 
an issue that has been examined and 
thoroughly studied for at least 4 years 
and has been a problem for the last 6 
years. I believe that we have an obliga
tion as well as a responsibility to dem
onstrate that we care enough about 
this issue, that we have studied it thor
oughly, that we can reasonably dis
agree on these issues but we are pre
pared to take a stand on this issue. 

I would hope that we would not give 
a blank check to the State Department 
to make that determination or to de
cide that somewhere down the road it 
somehow will get resolved. I think it is 
unfair to the executive branch, to the 
members of this committee who 
worked on this issue, it is unfair to the 
authorizing committees because that is 
what we are all about and we should 
give direction to the Committee on Ap
propriations and to this institution in 
terms of how we stand on an issue. 

We are required to give our very best 
judgment. I have given my very best 
judgment. I have given 6 years to this 
issue, and I would hope, ladies and gen
tlemen, for whichever way we would 
vote, whether it is top hat or teardown, 
let that be the choice. Do not vote for 
the Berman amendment, which is no 
choice. It is absent any decision, it is 
absent any responsibility that we have 
assumed. It is saying, "Let the agency 
make another decision," which they 
have already made, by the way, and 
then maybe the Committee on Appro
priations might accept it somewhere 
down the road. 

That is an abdication of why we are 
here. I for one want to serve in a body 
where I can take stands on issues. 

If there was one message in this last 
election, it is that the American people 
want us to do our job. They want us to 
do something. If I have worked on an 
issue for 6 years with the committee, 
and respected the process within the 
process of the executive branch, within 
the Congress, within my own party, 
within the Democratic Party, the ma
jority in the House of Representatives, 
I have done everything, and now we are 
saying, "No, we will send it back to the 
administration. Let them make that 
difficult decision. We seem unable to or 
are ill-equipped to make a tough deci
sion even though we have all the facts 
before us." 

So I would urge members of this com
mittee, please understand that most of 
you who serve on the authorizing com
mittee will find themselves in a posi
tion of having worked on an issue for 6 
years only to suggest that somebody 
else would make that decision, but we 
are not capable of making a choice be
tween top hat and teardown. 

So I would urge you to vote against 
the Berman amendment because it is 

really doing nothing, it is saying that 
this institution cannot make a decision 
and is afraid to cast a vote on a dif
ficult issue. 

So I would urge a "no" vote on the 
Berman amendment. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not against the 
chairman's measure. It will not hurt at 
all. He is a great chairman. He has es
tablished himself as a leader on foreign 
affairs. 

But, ladies and gentleman, we are the 
Congress, and the Congress should 
make some decisions. The Soviet 
Union bugged a new embassy, with cal
lous disregard and with intent to spy 
and gain secrets and access to our Gov
ernment to the benefit of their own, 
which flies in the face of any inter
national sanity that we should be a 
part of. 

So I think that today Congress 
should set an example for the Soviet 
Union and Congress should institute 
some perestroika, some glasnost. And 
we should say, "Listen here, we don't 
like what you did. You bugged our em
bassy. It is going to cost us money to 
straighten it out. And even though it 
might delay this project, we want a 
new embassy, we don't want any 
damned bugs and we want you to pay 
for the difference." 

And I am making this statement be
cause I think the gentlewoman from 
Maine is exactly right. We have a con
stitutional responsiblity. We pass the 
laws. The State Department carries 
out the policy of our Nation. 

Did anybody ever realize that we set 
the policy? What we are talking about 
now is not the Embassy. We are talk
ing about policy and I think what we 
should be doing in the Congress is Con
gress should get back to making the 
laws, setting the policy. And I have to 
agree, I have to agree with the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER]. I do not think what he said was 
that there are all these spies in our 
State Department. But I will tell you 
this, if Congress is going to be so pas
sive and weak as to turn their c:;heek on 
a blatant act by the Soviet Union to 
bug their Embassy, then we leave open 
the gates for someday having a hell of 
a lot of spies in the State Department. 

And in closing, I hope no one gets 
mad at me, I have a little Buy Amer
ican amendment. And if Ms. SNOWE's 
amendment passes and Mr. UPTON's, I 
would like one of the companies in my 
district who wrecks buildings to go 
over there and get the job. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will indi
cate the order of the votes. 

We will first vote on the Berman 
amendment to the Snowe amendment. 
Second, we will vote on the Upton sub
stitute for the Snowe amendment. 
Third, we will vote on the Snowe 
amendment at that point. 
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, were 
the Berman amendment to pass, would 
then the Upton substitute be a sub
stitute for the Berman amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. If the Berman 
amendment were to be adopted, the 
Upton substitute would be for the 
Snowe amendment, as amended. But it 
would, if adopted, eliminate the Ber
man perfecting amendment. 

Mr. BERMAN. And restore the Snowe 
amendment with the additional provi
sions regarding Soviet funding. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. BERMAN. At this particular 
point, you will ask for a vote on the 
Berman amendment. If there is a roll
call requested following that vote, is 
there a way to deal with the Upton 
amendment, or do we have to wait 
until after that 15-minute rollcall vote? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
announce pursuant to clause 2(c), rule 
XXIII its intent that if a subsequent 
recorded vote should be ordered with
out intervening business or amendment 
or debate, that the Chair would then 
intend to reduce to not less than 5 min
utes the votes on any subsequent re
corded votes. The Snowe amendmept 
and amendments thereto. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BERMAN. On the point of par
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Just a point of clari
fication. 
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There is no time limit on debate; is 

that correct? 
The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 

from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER] is cor
rect. 

Mr. VOLKMER. In addition, Mr. 
Chairman, if the amendment of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BER
MAN] is successful or not, either way, 
to the amendment of the gentlewoman 
from Maine [Ms. SNOWE], I could still 
rise at the end of that, and, if recog
nized by the Chair, be able to offer a 
motion at that time? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct, and should that debate or in
tervening business take place, the sub
sequent vote will not be reduced to 5 
minutes. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BERMAN] to the amendments 
en bloc offered by the gentlewoman 
from Maine [Ms. SNOWE]. · 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 223, noes 185, 
not voting 22, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray 

Allard 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 

[Roll No. 90] 
AYES-223 

Guarini · 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman(CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (GA) 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Patterson 

NOES-185 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 

Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Posba.rd 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Taylor(MS) 
Thomas(GA) 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Coughlin 

Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
DeLay 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Eckart 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fa well 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hubbard 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 

Ireland 
James 
Jenkins 
Jones (GA) 
Kanjorski 
Kasich 
Klug 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCfery 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella. 
Morrison 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Olin 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 

Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Traficant 
Upton 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young(AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-22 
Alexander 
Beilenson 
Boxer 
Broomfield 
Bryant 
Cramer 
Derrick 
Dingell 

Hatcher 
Hopkins 
Kolter 
Lehman(FL) 
Levine (CA) 
Marlenee 
Martinez 
Moody 
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Murtha 
Oakar 
Rose 
Scheuer 
Smith(IA) 
Torres 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Lehman of Florida for, with Mr. 

Broomfield against. 
Messrs. ESPY, MCCANDLESS, 

GRANDY, and RIGGS, and Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. PICKETT, CONYERS, ROS
TENKOWSKI, McCLOSKEY, BEVILL, 
and RAY changed their vote from "no" 
to "aye." 

So the amendment to the amend
ments en bloc were agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
McDERMOTT). The gentleman will state 
it. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, is it my 
understanding that the next vote will 
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be the Upton substitute, which seeks 
reimbursement from the Soviets? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
next vote will be on the Upton sub
stitute amendment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. \ 

Mr. Chairman, the Upton amendment 
does two things: first, it seeks to im
mediately revisit the issue we have 
just voted on, to take away the admin
istration's discretion, and legislate one 
of the options available to the adminis
tration. 

Second, it seeks for any costs above 
the administration's current favored 
option of top hat to be paid by the So
viets by directing us to seek reimburse
ment. 

If the Upton amendment is defeated, 
I will accept the subsection of the 
Upton amendment respecting Soviet 
reimbursement as an amendment to 
the Snowe amendment as amended. So 
if Members would like to not revisit 
the issue we have just finished voting 
on, vote "no" on Upton, and know that 
we will accept the provisions of Upton 
amendment dealing with Soviet reim
bursement when it is offered against 
the final Snowe amendment as com
pletely amended. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that 
Members would give strong consider
ation to the amendment that is offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
UPTON). It is essentially asking the So
viets for reimbursement for the dif
ference in the proposals between Top 
Hat and Teardown, if in fact there is a 
difference in cost to the United States. 
I think the last thing we would want to 
do is say that we would reward the So
viets for having seriously compromised 
olir new office building in Moscow, at 
the cost of millions and millions of dol
lars, and now say that we are not going 
to direct the State Department to try 
to seek reimbursement for the addi
tional costs in the proposal that is be
fore us. 
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I think that is the very least that we 

can do. 
Mr. Chairman, as I have said earlier 

in debate, I have worked on this issue 
for 6 years. I think at the very least 
this issue deserves to be voted on one 
way or the other. I think that we need 
to make a decision. 

I do not prefer to send it back to the 
administration for them to make a de
cision at some point, some time. I 
think it is now our obligation to make 
that decision right here and now, after 
this issue has been studied so thor
oughly, so exhaustively for the last 4 
years and everyone has made a pro
posal for teardown. 

The gentleman's amendment will say 
that the State Department shall seek 

reimbursement during the course of ar
bitration talks to ensure that we re
cover our costs from the Soviets. And I 
think that is the very least that we can 
ask, given the fact that we have placed 
the lives of Americans in jeopardy in 
Moscow in the old building because the 
Soviets have thoroughly compromised 
and bugged our new facility so they 
have not been able to be moved in. Yet 
the Soviets have completed their facil
ity here in Washington, DC. We should 
demand reciprocity, and we should de
mand payment from the Soviets for 
what they have done to this embassy. I 
would urge adoption of the Upton 
amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUffiY 

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
McDERMOTT). The gentleman will state 
his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Chairman, as I un
derstand the parliamentary situation, 
we are now voting on the Upton 
amendment which, if you voted for 
Berman, you would vote no to Upton. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Illinois is not stating a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. UPTON] as a substitute for the 
amendment en bloc offered by the gen
tlewoman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 196, noes 207, 
not voting 27, as follows: 

Allard 
Applegate 
Archer 
Anney 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
BUley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 

[Roll No. 91] 
AYES-196 

Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fa well 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks(CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodling 
Goss 

Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hubbard 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 

Kasich 
Klug 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lent 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Lowery(CA) 
Luken 
Macht ley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McM111an (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
M111er (OH) 
M111er (WA) 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Morrison 
Murphy 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
A spin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
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Nussle 
Olin 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pa.llone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Bensen brenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Slaughter (VA) 

NOES-207 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Frank(MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jontz 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman(CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (GA) 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 

Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Upton 
VanderJagt 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
W111iams 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
MUler(CA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Mrazek 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
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Skaggs 
Skelton 
Smith (FL) 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 

Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Towns 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 

Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wycien 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-27 
Alexander 
Barrett 
Beilenson 
Boxer 
Broomfield 
Derrick 
Dingell 
Ford (MI) 
Gray 

Hatcher 
Hopkins 
Kolter 
Lehman(FL) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis(CA) 
Martinez 
Moody 
Murtha 
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Oakar 
Panetta 
Pelosi 
Roberts 
Rose 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(IA) 
Vucanovich 
Waters 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Broomfield for, with Mr. Lehman of 

Florida against. 

Messrs. ANTHONY, THORNTON, 
AUCOIN, ROEMER, ANDREWS of New 
Jersey, HUCKABY, BEVILL, and 
BROWN changed their votes from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. DICKINSON and Mr. GLICKMAN 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment offered as a sub
stitute for the amendments en bloc, as 
amended, was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UPTON TO THE 

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MS. 
SNOWE, AS AMENDED 
Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment to the amendments en 
bloc, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. UPTON to the 

amendments en bloc offered by Ms. SNOWE, 
as amended: At the end thereof insert the 
following: 

(f) SOVIET REIMBURSEMENT.-The Secretary 
of State shall seek reimbursement from the 
Soviet Union of the full costs incurred by the 
United States as a result of the intelligence 
activities of the Soviet Union directed at the 
new United States Embassy in Moscow, in
cluding an amount equal to-

(1) $65,000,000; or 
(2) the sum. necessary to complete the re

construction project under section 401(a)(5) 
of the Diplomatic Security Act (as amended 
by subsection (a) of this section); 
whichever is greater. 

Mr. UPTON (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read ~nd printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
McDERMOTT). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Michi
gan? 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I object 
to the unanimous-consent request. I 
would like to hear the amendment 
read. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. Objec
tion is heard. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk completed the reading of 

the amendment. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
intend to take the 5 minutes. It is my 
understanding that the gentleman 
from California will accept the amend
ment. We have spoken on this amend
ment long enough today. 

My amendment simply amends the 
Snowe amendment as now amended by 
Mr. BERMAN, which simply seeks reim
bursement from the Soviets. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UPTON. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. The gentleman from 
Michigan has correctly described our 
position on this amendment. This 
amendment makes sense. We should re
quire the administration to seek reim
bursement from the Soviets for all of 
these costs. I intend to support the 
gentleman's amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
UPTON] to the amendments en bloc of
fered by the gentlewoman from Maine 
[Ms. SNOWE], as amended. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, on that 
I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice and there were-ayes 414, noes 0, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allard 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
As pin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 

[Roll No. 92] 

AYES-414 

Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (COr 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dell urns 
Dickinson 
Dicks 

Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fields 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 

Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Henry 
Harger 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holloway 
Hom 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Matsui 
Mavroules 

Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrary 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens(NY) 
Owens(UT) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
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Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Steams 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young(AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 
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Boxer 
Chapman 
Derrick 
Dorna.n (CA) 
Gray 
Hatcher 

NOT VOTING-16 
Hopkins 
Kolter 
Lehman (FL) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
Martinez 
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Moody 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith (!A) 
Wylie 

Mr. BEILENSON changed his vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment to the amend
ments en bloc, as amended, was agreed 
to. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I was ab
sent for rollcall votes 90 and 91. 

Had I been present, I would have voted the 
following way on the amendment to H.R. 
1415, the State Department authorization bill. 
I would have voted "no" on rollcall vote 90, 
the Berman amendment, which amends the 
Snowe amendment which opposes the top hat 
option for Embassy Moscow. I . would have 
voted "yes" on rollcall 91, the Upton amend
ment, as a substitute for the Snowe amend
ment, that revisits the Embassy issue and re
quires the Soviets to pay the difference be
tween the cost of tearing down and rebuilding 
the Embassy, and the top hat proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT). The question is on the 
amendments en bloc, offered by the 
gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE], 
as amended. 

The ·amendments en bloc, as amend
ed, were agreed to. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this 
time to enter into a colloquy with the 
chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BER
MAN]. 

Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment 
pending on this legislation. I have had 
a conversation today with the chair
man of the full committee and the 
chairman of the subcommittee, and it 
is my intention to not offer this 
amendment today but rather to offer a 
similar amendment when the foreign 
aid bill comes to the floor in 2 weeks. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
link America's foreign aid to efforts by 
our allies to reduce the production and 
ownership of chemical and biological 
weapons. I believe that this effort to 
make certain that the countries receiv
ing foreign aid will join with us in Ge
neva to reduce the stockpile of chemi
cal and biological weapons is a policy 
which we should pursue. 

I will be asking this body to consider 
it when the foreign aid bill comes be
fore us in a few weeks. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURBIN. I yield to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN]. 

Mr. BERMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
both for his decision to propose this 
amendment and for his recognition 
that the more appropriate place for 

this amendment is on the foreign aid 
bill. 

The fact is that there are very few 
things more important than doing ev
erything we can to reach the goal of 
limiting the proliferation of chemical 
weapons. The gentleman has proposed 
a serious effort to tie our security and 
economic assistance to the willingness 
of countries to abandon chemical weap
on programs and support a chemical 
weapons treaty. 

But the bill in which those funds are 
authorized is the foreign aid bill, which 
is in the process of being marked up 
now, and which will probably be on the 
floor in the next few weeks. 

Mr. Chairman, I will strongly support 
making sure that whatever rule is 
adopted for that bill will allow the gen
tleman to proceed with his amendment 
and to work with him closely on trying 
to reach the goals that he and I share. 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, concerns have been 
raised about the effects of section 126, 
which relates to the automated visa 
lookout system maintained by the 
State Department to screen visa appli
cants at our consulates overseas. The 
people whose names are on this system 
as excludable are individuals who fall 
within one of the groups of aliens who 
are ineligible to receive visas under 
section 212 of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act. 

The grounds for exclusion were 
amended by section 601 of the Immigra
tion Act of 1990, which also provided a 
mechanism in subsection 601(c) for 
aliens who are no longer excludable to 
have their names removed from the 
system. Section 601 becomes effective 
on June 1, 1991. 

Section 126 of H.R. 1415 directs the 
Secretary of State to go through the 
500,000 names on the system, research 
their files, and remove anyone who is 
no longer excludable. An amendment in 
the en bloc amendment will allow the 
names of aliens who reasonably appear 
to be excludable, such as suspected ter
rorists, to remain on the list. 

However, even as amended, imple
mentation of section 126 would force 
the State Department to purge its files 
of people who continue to be exclud
able because the Department does not 
have the resources to conduct a case
by-case review in the time required. 

This would seriously undermine the 
purpose of the lookout system which is 
to serve as a prescreening system for 
aliens wishing to enter the United 
States. If a person's name is on the 
list, they are not automatically denied 
a visa, but they are given a closer look. 
Not only does this help prevent entry 
by excludable persons such as sus
pected terrorists, it also assists the Im
migration and Naturalization Service 
in its inspections of visas at ports of 
entry. 

If section 126 as currently written be
comes law and the INS can no longer 
depend on consular offices abroad to 
check visa applicants, its inspectors 
will have to spend more time checking 
aliens as they enter at airports and 
other ports of entry. This would slow 
down a process that is already a bottle
neck for international travel. 

0 1500 
There is wide agreement on avoiding 

any such consequences. However, lan
guage that provides for cleaning up the 
State Department's lookout system 
without undermining its purpose has 
not yet been worked out, although I 
understand commitments have been 
made to do so. 

At this time, Mr. Chairman, because 
of this, I would like to know if the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN] 
would engage in a colloquy with mere
garding section 126 to H.R. 1415 of this 
bill that is here right now before us a8 
authorization. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCOLLUM. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
simply indicate that I would be happy 
to engage in such a colloquy. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. It is my under
standing that you have made a com
mitment to the Under Secretary of 
State for Management to accommodate 
the State Department's concerns re
garding the conditions under which the 
State Department must review its files 
and delete the names of aliens who no 
longer are excludable as a result of 
changes to section 212 of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act that were 
made by section 601 of the Immigration 
Act of 1990. Because section 126 is not 
intended to replace or amend sub
section 601(c) of the Immigration Act 
of 1990, that provision's mechanism of 
review would operate during any period 
of revision required under section 126 of 
H.R. 1415 as well as thereafter. 

I understand further that you will be 
working with our colleagues in the 
other body and in conference to work 
out a compromise that allows for 
cleaning up the automated visa look
out system without undermining its ef
fectiveness as a means of prescreening 
aliens who apply for visas. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. BERMAN. The gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. McCoLLUM] is correct. We 
want to get to the heart of any bureau
cratic complications that might come 
from our proposal. I have assured the 
Under Secretary for Management in 
the State Department that that is our 
intent, and, between passage of this 
bill and conference committee, we will 
be meaning to do just that. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BERMAN] very much for that un
derstanding and clarification. As the 
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ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on International Law, Immigration, 
and Refugees, that was important for 
us to clarify, and I appreciate greatly, 
knowing his service in that area as 
well, his accommodation on this. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT). The Clerk will read part 
A. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents tor this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
PART A-AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec. 101. Administration of foreign affairs. 
Sec. 102. International organizations and con-

ferences. 
Sec. 103. International commissions. 
Sec. 104. Migration and refugee assistance. 
Sec. 105. Other programs. 

PART B-DEPARTMENT OF STATE AUTHORITIES 
AND ACTIVITIES 

Sec. 111. Consular and diplomatic posts abroad. 
Sec. 112. Denial of passports. 
Sec. 113. Emergencies in the diplomatic and 

consular service. 
Sec. 114. Lease authority. 
Sec. 115. Multiyear contracting tor Moscow. 
Sec. 116. Transfers and reprogrammings. 
Sec. 117. Administrative services. 
Sec. 118. International meetings. 
Sec. 119. Child care facilities at certain posts 

abroad. 
Sec. 120. Availability of funds. 
Sec. 121. Assistant Secretary of State tor South 

Asian Affairs. 
Sec. 122. Fees received tor use of Blair House. 
Sec. 123. Foreign Service Institute facilities. 
Sec. 124. Maintenance management of overseas 

property. 
Sec. 125. Defense trade controls registration 

tees. 
Sec. 126. Visa lookout systems. 

PART C-DIPLOMATIC RECIPROCITY AND 
SECURITY 

Sec. 131. Diplomatic construction program. 
Sec. 132. Moscow embassy construction. 

PART D-PERSONNEL 
Sec. 141. Ambassadorial appointments. 
Sec. 142. Chief of Mission salary. 
Sec. 143. Authority of Secretary to suspend em

ployees convicted of crimes. 
Sec. 144. Retirement eligibility tor certain Fed

eral employees who transfer to 
international organizations. 

Sec. 145. Commissary access. 
Sec. 146. Storage of personal effects. 
Sec. 147. Transportation of remains. 
Sec. 148. Amendments to title 5. 
Sec. 149. Voluntary leave bank program. 
Sec. 150. Reassignment and retirement of presi

dential appointees. 
PARTE-INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND 

COMMISSIONS 
Sec. 161. Contributions to the International Red 

Cross. 
Sec. 162. Reform in budget decisionmaking pro

cedures of the United Nations and 
its specialized agencies. 

Sec. 163. Report to Congress concerning United 
Nations secondment. 

Sec. 164. Permanent International Association 
of Road Congresses. 

Sec. 165. International Boundary and Water 
Commission. 

Sec. 166. International fisheries commissions 
advance payments. 

Sec. 167. Japan-United States Friendship Com
mission. 

Sec. 168. British-American Interparliamentary 
Group. 

Sec. 169. United States delegation to the par
liamentary assembly of the Con
terence on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe (CSCE). 

Sec. 170. Report concerning the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cul
tural Organization. 

Sec. 171. Inter-American Foundation. 
PART F-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Sec. 181. Transition for refugee shortfall. 
Sec. 182. Travel advisory tor Jalisco, Mexico. 
Sec. 183. The Foreign Relations of the United 

States historical series. 
Sec. 184. Implementation of the Nairobi For

ward-Looking Strategies tor the 
Advancement of Women. 

Sec. 185. Denial of visas to U.S. citizens. 
Sec. 186. Study of technical security and coun

terintelligence capabilities. 
Sec. 187. General Accounting Office study of 

the Food and Agriculture Organi
zation. 

Sec. 188. Reports concerning Israel. 
Sec. 189. Sense of Congress concerning sexual 

harassment at the Department of 
State. 

TITLE II-UNITED STATES INFORMA-
TIONAL, EDUCATIONAL, AND CULTURAL 
PROGRAMS 

PART A-UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 
Sec. 201. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 202. Reprogramming of funds. 
Sec. 203. Authority of the Secretary. 
Sec. 204. Basic authority. 
Sec. 205. Payment of certain expenses tor par-

ticipants. 
Sec. 206. USIA posts and personnel overseas. 
Sec. 207. Implementation of Beirut agreement. 
Sec. 208. Special immigrant status tor certain 

USIA employees. 
Sec. 209. Center tor cultural and technical 

interchange between north and 
south. 

Sec. 210. Soviet-East European research and 
training. 

Sec. 211. Claude and Mildred Pepper scholar-
ship program. 

Sec. 212. Program review of NED. 
Sec. 213. USIA grants. 
Sec. 214. Distribution within the United States 

of United States Information 
Agency photographic works of 
Richard Saunders. 

Sec. 215. Israeli Arab scholarship program. 
PART B-BUREAU OF EDUCATIONAL AND 

CULTURAL AFFAIRS 
Sec. 221. Authorization of appropriations. 

PART C-BUREAU OF BROADCASTING 
Sec. 241. Authorization of appropriations. 

PART D-BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL 
BROADCASTING 

Sec. 261. Authorization of appropriations. 
TITLE III-MISCELLANEOUS FOREIGN 

AFFAIRS PROVISIONS 
Sec. 301. P LO commitments compliance. 
Sec. 302. Sense of Congress regarding reciprocal 

diplomatic status. 
Sec. 303. Expansion of United States support 

for and presence in the Baltic 
States. 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
PART A-AUTHORIZATION OF 

APPROPRIATIONS 
SEC. 101. ADMINISTRATION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS. 

(a) DIPLOMATIC AND ONGOING 0PERATIONS.
The following amounts are authorized to be ap
propriated tor the Department of State under 
"Administration of Foreign Affairs" to carry 

out the authorities, functions, duties, and re
sponsibilities in the conduct of the foreign af
fairs of the United States and for other purposes 
authorized by law (other than the diplomatic se
curity program): 

(1) SALARIES AND EXPENSES.-For "Salaries 
and Expenses", of the Department of State 
$1,749,359,000 for the fiscal year 1992 and 
$1,954,287,000 for the fiscal year 1993. 

(2) ACQUISITION AND MAINTENANCE OF BUILD
INGS ABROAD.-For "Acquisition and Mainte
nance of Buildings Abroad", $311,628,000 tor the 
fiscal year 1992 and $328,423,000 tor the fiscal 
year 1993. 

(3) REPRESENTATION ALLOWANCES.-For "Rep
resentation Allowances", $4,802,000 tor the fis
cal year 1992 and $5,140,000 for the fiscal year 
1993. 

(4) EMERGENCIES IN THE DIPLOMATIC AND CON
SULAR SERVICE.-For "Emergencies in the Diplo
matic and Consular Service", $8,000,000 tor the 
fiscal year 1992 and $9,560,000 for the fiscal year 
1993. 

(5) OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL.-For 
"Office of the Inspector General", $23,928,000 
tor the fiscal year 1992 and $26,650,000 tor the 
fiscal year 1993. 

(6) PAYMENT TO THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE IN 
TAIWAN.-For "Payment to the American Insti
tute in Taiwan", $13,784,000 for the fiscal year 
1992 and $15,073,000 tor the fiscal year 1993. 

(7) Moscow EMBASSY.-Subject to the provi
sions of section 132, tor completion of a new em
bassy office building in Moscow, Soviet Union, 
by removing the existing top two floors and re
placing them with tour floors of United States
constructed secure space, $130,000,000 tor fiscal 
year 1992 and $85,000,000 tor fiscal year 1993. 

(b) DIPLOMATIC SECURITY PROGRAM.-In ad
dition to amounts authorized to be appropriated 
by subsection (a), the following amounts are au
thorized to be appropriated under "Administra
tion of Foreign Affairs" tor the fiscal years 1992 
and 1993 tor the Department of State to carry 
out the diplomatic security program: 

(1) SALARIES AND EXPENSES.-For "Salaries 
and Expenses", $300,328,000 tor the fiscal year 
1992 and $330,000,000 tor the fiscal year 1993. 

(2) PROTECTION OF FOREIGN MISSIONS AND OF
FICIALS.-For "Protection of Foreign Missions 
and Officials", $11,464,000 tor the fiscal year 
1992 and $13,937,000 tor the fiscal year 1993. 

(c) LIMITATIONS.-
(1) Of the amount authorized to be appro

priated for "Emergencies in the Diplomatic and 
Consular Service" under subsection (a)(4), not 
more than $2,000,000 tor each of the fiscal years 
1992 and 1993 is authorized to be appropriated 
tor activities authorized under subparagraphs 
(C), (D), (E), (F), (G), (H), and (J) of section 
4(b)(2) of the State Department Basic Authori
ties Act of 1956. 

(2) Of the amount authorized to be appro
priated tor "Salaries and Expenses" under sub
section (a)(1)-

(A) not less than $10,000,000 tor each of the 
fiscal years 1992 and'199J shall be available only 
to the Foreign Service Institute and the Geo
graphic Bureaus tor language training pro
grams; 

(B) not more than $4,100,000 shall be available 
tor fiscal year 1992, and not more than 
$5,400,000 shall be available tor fiscal year 1993, 
only for procurement of ADP equipment tor the 
Beltsville Information Management Center; and 

(C) not more than $750,000 of the amount au
thorized to be appropriated tor fiscal year 1992 
is authorized to remain available until expended 
to pay shared costs of Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) parliamen
tary meetings and CSCE parliamentary assess
ments (including shared costs of the CSCE Sec
retariat) and any shared costs and assessments 
tor CSCE parliamentary activities for fiscal year 
1991. 
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(3) Of the amount authorized to be appro

priated tor "Acquisition and Maintenance of 
Buildings Abroad" under subsection (a)(2) not 
more than $41,500,000 shall be available for fis
cal year 1992, and not more than $44,700,000 for 
fiscal year 1993, for administration. 

(4) Of the amount authorized to be appro
priated tor "Acquisition and Maintenance of 
Buildings Abroad" under subsection (a)(2) and 
amounts authorized to be appropriated under 
section 401 of the Omnibus Diplomatic Security 
and Antiterrorism Act of 1986 a total of not more 
than $55,466,000 is authorized to be appropriated 
tor fiscal year 1992 tor capital programs. 
SEC. 102. INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND 

CONFERENCES. 
(a) ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTER

NATIONAL ORGAN/ZAT/ONS.-
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated 

for "Contributions to International Organiza
tions", $1,120,541,000 tor the fiscal year 1992 and 
$787,200,000 for the fiscal year 1993 for the De
partment of State to carry out the authorities, 
functions, duties, and responsibilities in the 
conduct of foreign affairs of the United States 
with respect to international organizations and 
tor other purposes authorized by law. 

(2) Of the amounts authorized to be appro
priated under paragraph (1) tor fiscal year 1992, 
not more than $370,876,000 are authorized to be 
appropriated to pay arrearages tor assessed con
tributions tor prior years, of which not more 
than $93,082,000 may be made available tor obli
gation or expenditure for fiscal year 1992, and 
not more than $92,628,000 may be made available 
tor obligation or expenditure tor any subsequent 
fiscal year. 

(b) CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL PEACE
KEEPING ACT/V/T/ES.-

(1) There are authorized to be appropriated 
for "Contributions to International Peacekeep
ing Activities", $201,292,000 for the fiscal year 
1992 and $72,300,000 tor the fiscal year 1993, tor 
the Department of State to carry out the au
thorities, functions, duties, and responsibilities 
in the conduct of the foreign affairs of the Unit
ed States with respect to international peace
keeping activities and tor other purposes au
thorized by law. 

(2) Of the amounts authorized to be appro
priated under paragraph (1) for the fiscal year 
1992, not more than $132,423,000 are authorized 
to be appropriated to pay arrearages, of which 
not more than $38,360,000 may be made available 
tor obligation or expenditure for fiscal year 1992, 
and not more than $31,354,000 may be made 
available tor obligation or expenditure for any 
subsequent fiscal year. 

(c) INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCES AND CONTIN
GENCIES.-There are authorized to be appro
priated tor "International Conferences and 
Contingencies", $5,500,000 for the fiscal year 
1992 and $5,900,000 tor the fiscal year 1993 for 
the Department of State to carry out the au
thorities, functions, duties, and responsibilities 
in the conduct of the.foreign affairs of the Unit
ed States with respect to international con
ferences and contingencies and for other pur
poses authorized by law. 
SEC. 103. INTERNATIONAL COMMISSIONS. 

The following amounts are authorized to be 
appropriated under "International Commis
sions" tor the Department of State to carry out 
the authorities, functions, duties, and respon
sibilities in the conduct of the foreign affairs of 
the United States and for other purposes au
thorized by law: 

(1) INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER 
COMMISSION, UNITED STATES AND MEXICO.-For 
"International Boundary and Water Commis
sion, United States and Mexico"-

(A) for "Salaries and Expenses" tor the fiscal 
year 1992, $11,400,000 and, for the fiscal year 
1993, $12,546,000; and 

(B) tor "Construction" for the fiscal year 
1992, $10,525,000 and, for the fiscal year 1993, 
$19,925,000. 

(2) INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION, 
UNITED STATES AND CANADA.-For "Inter
national Boundayy Commission, United States 
and Canada", $768,000 for the fiscal year 1992 
and $799,000 for the fiscal year 1993. 

(3) INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION.-For 
"International Joint Commission", $3,732,000 tor 
the fiscal year 1992 and $3,881,000 tor the fiscal 
year 1993. 

(4) INTERNATIONAL FISHERIES COMMISS/ONS.
For "International Fisheries Commissions", 
$12,647,000 for the fiscal year 1992 and 
$15,682,000 tor the fiscal year 1993. 
SEC. 104. MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPR/AT/ONS.-
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated 

tor "Migration and Refugee Assistance" for au
thorized activities, $600,000,000 tor the fiscal 
year 1992 and $650,000,000 tor the fiscal year 
1993, of which $5,000,000 tor each of the fiscal 
years 1992 and 1993 may be available tor migra
tion assistance to displaced ethnic Armenians 
resettling in Armenia. 

(2) Of the amount authorized to be apPro
priated under paragraph (1) tor each of the fis
cal years 1992 and 1993, not less than $75,000,000 
for each fiscal year shall be available only for 
assistance tor refugees resettling in Israel. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.-Funds appro
priated pursuant to subsection (a) are author
ized to remain available until expended. 

(c) ALLOCATION FOR UNACCOMPANIED MI
NORS.--0/ the amounts authorized to be appro
priated under subsection (a)(1), not less than 
$1,750,000 tor each of the fiscal years 1992 and 
1993 shall be available only tor assistance to un
accompanied minor children and other cases of 
special humanitarian concern that have gen
erally been referred to special committees estab
lished pursuant to the Comprehensive Plan of 
Action tor Indochinese Refugees in first asylum 
countries in Southeast Asia and Hong Kong. 
The President shall seek to ensure that such as
sistance supplements, and does not supplant, 
United Nations High Commissioner tor Refugees 
and other funding that would have been di
rected toward assistance to unaccompanied mi
nors and other cases of special humanitarian 
concern in the absence of this subsection. Assist
ance may be provided under this subsection not
withstanding any other provision of law. 
SEC. 105. OTHER PROGRAMS. 

The following amounts are authorized to be 
appropriated for the Department of State to 
carry out the authorities, functions, duties, and 
responsibilities in the conduct of the foreign at
fairs of the United States and tor other purposes 
authorized by law: 

(1) UNITED STATES BILATERAL SCIENCE AND 
TECHNOLOGY AGREEMENTS.-For "United States 
Bilateral Science and Technology Agreements", 
$2,250,000 for the fiscal year 1992 and $5,200,000 
for the fiscal year 1993. 

(2) SOVIET-EAST EUROPEAN RESEARCH AND 
TRAINING.-For "Soviet-East European Research 
and Training", $5,000,000 tor the fiscal year 1992 
and $5,000,000 tor the fiscal year 1993. 

(3) AsiA FOUNDATION.-For "Asia Founda
tion", $18,000,000 tor the fiscal year 1992 and 
$18,900,000 tor the fiscal year 1993. 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that section 2 and part A be con
sidered as read, printed in the RECORD, 
and open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DYMALL Y 

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DYMALLY: Page 

7, line 8, strike "and". 
Page 7, 18, strike the period and insert "; 

and". 
Page 7, after line 18, insert the following: 
(D) $1,500,000 shall be available for fiscal 

year 1993 for the Department of State to 
enter into contracts with the International 
Career Program in order for students from 
historically-black colleges and universities 
to enter into programs of recruitment and 
training for careers in the Foreign Service 
and in other areas of international affairs. 

Mr. DYMALLY (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Chairman, the 

purpose of this amendment is to in
crease African-American involvement 
in the Foreign Service as well as other 
areas of international affairs. 

While I was chairman of the Sub
committee on International Oper
ations, the subcommittee held several 
hearings on the Foreign Service per
sonnel system at the Department of 
State. Though the Department contin
ually promises to increase recruiting 
and other affirmative action efforts for 
minorities and women, progress has 
been slow and tedious. Though the 
complexion of our society is changing, 
the Foreign Service remains predomi
nantly white and male. 

Not fully integrating the Foreign 
Service denies it the opportunity of 
benefitting from the cultural diversity 
that is inherent in our society. Better 
representation assists us in our diplo
matic efforts by showing other coun
tries that America is trying to live up 
to the promises it attempts to export
the promise of equality and oppor
tunity for all. 

This program involves designating li
aisons from each participating insti tu
tion who would receive specific train
ing and classes aimed at encouraging 
students to take the Foreign Service 
exam. This would be followed by a sum
mer institute to give students exposure 
to and an indepth understanding of a 
broad range of international issues. All 
participating students will be encour
aged to attend the institute which will 
be conducted at Lincoln University in 
Pennsylvania. 

The final stage of the training pro
gram will involve an intensive training 
seminar held in Washington, DC aimed 
specifically at preparing candidates for 
the Foreign Service written examina
tion. 

By supporting this initiative, we give 
an opportunity to serve in the Foreign 
Service to many qualified and talented 
individuals who may never have had 
the privilege of being a diplomat. 
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I urge my colleagues to support this 

amendment. 
The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DYMALLY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. Are 

there other amendments to part A? 
The Clerk will read part B. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

PART B-DEP ARTMENT OF STATE 
AUTHORITIES AND ACTIVITIES 

SEC. 111. CONSULAR AND DIPWMATIC POSTS 
ABROAD. 

(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-The State De
partment Basic Authorities Act ot 1956 is 
amended-

(1) by striking out section 48; and 
(2) by inserting immediately after the enacting 

clause the following: "That this Act may be 
cited as the 'State Department Basic Authorities 
Act of 1956'. ". 

(b) CONSULAR AND DIPLOMATIC POSTS 
ABROAD.-

(1) The State Department Basic Authorities 
Act of 1956 (as amended by subsection (a)) is 
amended by adding after section 47 the follow
ing: 

"CLOSING OF CONSULAR AND DIPLOMATIC POSTS 
ABROAD 

"SEC. 48. (a) PROHIBITED USES OF FUNDS.
Except as provided under subsection (d) or in 
accordance with the procedures under sub
sections (b) and (c) of this section-

"(1) no funds authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of State shall be available to 
pay any expense related to the closing of any 
United States consular or diplomatic post 
abroad; and 

''(2) no funds authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of State may be used to pay tor 
any expense related to the Bureau of Adminis
tration of the Department of State (or to carry
ing out any of its functions) if any United 
States consular or diplomatic post is closed. 

"(b) POST CLOSING NOTIFICATION.-Not less 
than 45 days before the closing of any United 
States consular or diplomatic post abroad, the 
Secretary of State shall notify the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate. 

"(c) REPROGRAMMING TREATMENT.-Amounts 
made available to pay any expense related to 
the closing of a consular or diplomatic post 
abroad shall be treated as a reprogramming of 
funds under section 34 of this Act and shall not 
be available [or obligation or expenditure except 
in compliance with the procedures applicable .to 
such reprogramming. 

"(d) EXCEPTIONS.-The provisions of this sec
tion do not apply with respect to-

"(1) any post closed because of a break or 
downgrading of diplomatic relations between 
the United States and the country in which the 
post is located; or 

''(2) any post closed because there is a real 
and present threat to United States diplomatic 
or consular personnel in the city where the post 
is located, and a travel advisory warning 
against travel by United States citizens to that 
city has been issued by the Department of State. 

"(e) DEFINITION.-As used in this section, the 
term 'consular or diplomatic post' does not in
clude a post to which only personnel of agencies 
other than the Department of State are as
signed.". 

(2) REPEAL.-Section 122 of the Foreign Rela
tions Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1988 and 
1989 (22 U.S.C. 2656 note) is repealed. 

SEC. 112. DENIAL OF PASSPORTS. 
The State Department Basic Authorities Act 

of 1956 is amended by adding after section 48 the 
following new section: 
"IMPERMISSIBLE BASIS FOR DENIAL OF PASSPORTS 

"SEC. 49. A passport may not be denied issu
ance, revoked, restricted, or otherwise limited 
because of any speech, activity, belief, affili
ation, or membership, within or outside the 
United States, which, if held or conducted with
in the United States, would be protected by the 
first amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States.". 
SEC. 113. EMERGENCIES IN THE DIPWMATIC AND 

CONSULAR SERVICE. 
Section 124 ot the Foreign Relations Author

ization Act, Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989 (22 
U.S.C. 2680 note) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: "Items included in 
each such report concerning representation, of
ficial travel, and gifts shall be submitted in un
classified form.". 
SEC. 114. LEASE AUI'HORITY. 

(a) INCREASE IN LEASE AUTHORITY.-Section 
10 of the Foreign Service Buildings Act, 1926 (22 
U.S.C. 300) is amended by striking out 
"$25,000," and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$50,000". 

(b) ADVANCE PAYMENTS.-Section 10 of the 
Foreign Service Buildings Act, 1926 is further 
amended-

(1) by inserting "(a) LEASES.-" after "SEC. 
10."; and 

(2) by adding after subsection (a) the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(b) ADVANCE PAYMENTS FOR LONG TERM 
LEASES AND LEASE PURCHASE.-The Secretary 
may make advance payments for long term 
leases and lease-purchase agreements, if the 
Secretary determines, in each case, that such 
payments are in the interest of the United States 
Government in carrying out the purposes of this 
Act.". 

(C) EXCEPTION OF LEASES FROM COMPETI
TION.-Section 3 ot the Foreign Service Build
ings Act, 1926, (22 U.S.C. 294) is amended in the 
second sentence by inserting "leases and tor" 
after "contracts tor". 
SEC. 115. MULTIYEAR CONTRACTING FOR MOB· 

cow. 
(a) MULTIYEAR CONTRACT.-For purposes of 

this section the term "multiyear contract" 
means a contract in effect tor a period not to ex
ceed five years. 

(b) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary of State may 
enter into multiyear contracts tor the acquisi
tion of property and the construction of diplo
matic facilities in Moscow, as authorized by the 
Foreign Service Buildings Act, 1926, if-

(1) there are sufficient funds available tor 
United States Government liability tor-

( A) total payments under the full term of a 
contract; or 

(B) payments [or the first fiscal year tor 
which the contract is in effect, and tor all esti
mated cancellation costs; and 

(2) the Secretary of State determines that-
( A) a multiyear contract will serve the best in

terests of the United States Government by-
(i) achieving economies in administration, per

formance, and operation; 
(ii) increasing quality of performance by, or 

service from, the contractor; or 
(iii) encouraging effective competition; and 
(B) a multiyear contract will not inhibit small 

business concerns [rom submitting a bid or pro
posal tor such contract. 

(c) CONTRACT PROVISIONS.-
(1) Unless funds are available tor United 

States liability tor payments under the full term 
of a multiyear contract, a multiyear contract 
shall provide that United States Government 
payments and performance under the contract 
during the second and any subsequent fiscal 

year of the contract period are contingent on 
the availability of funds tor such year. 

(2) A multiyear contract may provide tor pay
ment to the contractor of a reasonable cancella
tion charge tor a contingency under paragraph 
(1): 

(3) The Secretary is authorized to use such 
funds as may be available from the Foreign 
Service Buildings Fund tor payments under 
paragraph (2). 

(d) SUNSET PROVISION.-This section shall 
cease to have effect after September 30, 1993. 
SEC. 116. TRANSFERS AND REPROGRAMMINGS. 

(a) BUYING POWER MAINTENANCE ACCOUNT.
Section 24 of the State Department Basic Au
thorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2696) is amended 
by adding at the end ot subsection (b) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(7)(A) Subject to subparagraphs (B) and (C), 
not later than the end ot the fifth fiscal year 
after the fiscal year tor which funds are appro
priated or otherwise made available tor an ac
count under 'Administration of Foreign Affairs', 
the Secretary of State may transfer any unobli
gated balance of such funds to the Buying 
Power Maintenance account. 

"(B) The balance of the Buying Power Main
tenance account may not exceed $100,000,000 as 
a result of any transfer under this paragraph. 

"(C) Any transfer pursuant to this paragraph 
shall be treated as a reprogramming of funds 
under section 34 and shall be available for obli
gation or expenditure only in accordance with 
the procedures under such section. 

"(D) This paragraph shall cease to have effect 
after September 30, 1993. ". 

(b) TRANSFER OF APPROPRIATIONS.-Section 24 
of the State Department Basic Authorities Act of 
1956 is amended by adding after subsection (e) 
the following new subsection: 

"([)(1) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), 
funds appropriated [or the Department of State 
in the Department ot State Appropriations Act 
for any fiscal year may be transferred to any 
other appropriations accounts in an emergency 
situation. 

"(2) The 'Salaries and Expenses' and 'Acqui
sition and Maintenance of Buildings Abroad' 
accounts may not be increased by a transfer 
under this subsection by more than 5 percent of 
the amount specifically appropriated tor each 
account. No other appropriations account may 
be increased by a transfer under this subsection 
by more than 10 percent of the amount specifi
cally appropriated tor such account. 

"(3) Any transfer pursuant to this paragraph 
shall be treated as a reprogramming of funds 
under section 34 and shall be available tor obli
gation or expenditure only in accordance with 
the requirements of that section. 

"(4) The requirements and limitations of sec
tion 15 shall not apply to the transfer ot funds 
under this subsection. 

"(5) This subsection shall cease to have effect 
after September 30, 1993." 

(c) INCREASE IN REPROGRAMMING LIMITA
TION.-Section 34(a) of the State Department 
Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2706(a)) 
is amended in paragraph (7) by striking out 
"$250,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$500,000". 

(d) APPROPRIATIONS.-Section 24(d) of the 
State Department Basic Authorities Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(d)(l) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), 
funds authorized to be appropriated tor any ac
count of the Department of State in the Depart
ment of State Appropriations Act, tor the second 
fiscal year of any two-year authorization cycle 
may be appropriated for such second fiscal year 
tor any other account of the Department ot 
State. 

"(2) Amounts appropriated tor the 'Salaries 
and Expenses' and 'Acquisition and Mainte-
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nance of Buildings Abroad' accounts may not 
exceed by more than 5 percent the amounts spe
cifically authorized to be appropriated tor each 
such account for a fiscal year. No other appro
priations account may exceed by more than 10 
percent the amount specifically authorized to be 
appropriated tor such account tor a fiscal year. 

"(3) The requirements and limitations of sec
tion 15 shall not apply to the appropriation of 
funds pursuant to this subsection.". 
SEC. 111. ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES. 

Section 23 of the State Department Basic Au
thorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2695) is amend
ed-

(1) by adding before the section designation 
the following section heading: "ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES"; 

(2) by inserting "(a) AGREEMENTS.-" after 
"Sec. 23. "; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

"(b) PAYMENT.-
"(]) A Federal agency which obtains adminis

trative services from the Department of State 
pursuant to an agreement authorized under 
subsection (a) shall make full and prompt pay
ment tor such services through advance of funds 
or reimbursement. 

"(2) The Secretary of State shall bill each 
Federal agency tor amounts due for services 
provided pursuant to subsection (a). The Sec
retary shall notify a Federal agency which has 
not made full payment tor services within 90 
days after billing that services to the agency 
will be suspended or terminated if full payment 
is not made within 180 days after the date of no
tification. Except as provided under paragraph 
(3), the Secretary shall suspend or terminate 
services to a Federal agency which has not 
made full payment tor services under this sec
tion 180 days after the date of notification. Any 
costs associated with a suspension or termi
nation of services shall be the responsibility of, 
and shall be billed to, the Federal agency. 

"(3) The Secretary of State may waive the re
quirement tor suspension or termination under 
paragraph (2) with respect to such services as 
the Secretary determines are necessary to ensure 
the protection of life and the safety of United 
States Government property. A waiver may be 
issued tor a period not to exceed one year and 
may be renewed.''. 
SEC. 118. INTERNATIONAL MEETINGS. 

The State Department Basic Authorities Act 
of 1956 is amended by adding after section 49 (as 
inserted by section 112) the following: 

"INTERNATIONAL MEETINGS 
"SEC. SO. (a) AUTHORITY TO PAY EXPENSES.

[/ the United States Government hosts an inter
national meeting or conference in the United 
States, the Secretary of State is authorized to 
pay all reasonable expenses of such meeting or 
conference. Such expenses may include rental of 
quarters (by contract or otherwise) and personal 
services. 

"(b) RETENTION OF REIMBURSEMENTS.-To the 
extent provided in an appropriation Act, trans
fers of funds or other reimbursements tor pay
ments under subsection (a) are authorized to be 
retained and credited to the appropriate appro
priation account of the Department of State 
which is available.". 
SEC. 119. CHILD CARE FACILITIES AT CERTAIN 

POSTS ABROAD. 
Section 31 of the State Department Basic Au

thorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2703) is amended 
in subsection (e) by striking out "1990 and 
1991," and inserting in lieu thereof "1992 and 
1993,". 
SEC. UO. AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS. 

Section 2 of the Department of State Basic 
Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2669) is 
amended-

(1) in subsection (k) by striking out the period 
and inserting in lieu thereof"; and"; and 

(3) by adding after subsection (k) the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(l) pay obligations arising under inter
national agreements, conventions, and bina
tional contracts to the extent otherwise author
ized by law.". 
SEC. 121. ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR 

SOUTH ASIAN AFFAIRS. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF POSITION.-There is es

tablished in the Department of State the posi
tion ot Assistant Secretary of State tor South 
Asian Affairs, which is in addition to the posi
tions provided under the first section of the Act 
of May 26, 1949 (22 U.S.C. 2652). 

(b) APPOINTMENT.-The Assistant Secretary 
shall be appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

(c) RESPONSIBILITIES.-The Assistant Sec
retary shall have responsibility within the De
partment of State with respect to India, Paki
stan, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Nepal, Bhutan, 
Afghanistan, and the Maldives. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-
(]) POSITIONS AT EXECUTIVE LEVEL IV.-Sec

tion 5315 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new item: 

"Assistant Secretary tor South Asian Affairs, 
Department of State.". 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment made 
by paragraph (1) shall take effect on October 1, 
1991. 
SEC. 122. FEES RECEIVED FOR USE OF BLAIR 

HOUSE. 
Section 46(a) of the State Department Basic 

Authorities Act of 1956 is amended by striking 
out ''for the fiscal years 1990 and 1991, ''. 
SEC. 123. FOREIGN SERVICE INSTITUTE FACIU

TIES. 
Section 123 of the Foreign Relations Author

ization Act, Fiscal Years 1986 and 1987 (22 
U.S.C. 4021 note) is amended in subsection (c)(2) 
by striking out "50,000,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "70,000,000". 
SEC. 124. MAINTENANCE MANAGEMENT OF OVER

SEAS PROPERTY. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the fol

lowing findings: 
(1) The Department of State has begun to ad

dress the long-standing neglect of overseas real 
property management. In 1988, the Office of 
Foreign Buildings Operations contracted with 
two engineering firms to develop a baseline of 
information about facility conditions and to 
document necessary post repairs at the 250 over
seas posts. The Office of Foreign Buildings Op
erations also established two maintenance as
sistance centers and is equipping each newly 
constructed office building with an overall 
maintenance program. 

(2) A September 1990 General Accounting Of
fice report found that while recent actions of 
the Office of Foreign Buildings Operations will 
improve overseas real property management, se
rious additional problems will remain. Of the 
fourteen posts that the General Accounting Of
fice visited, none had conducted annual surveys 
to SYStematically identify maintenance and re
pair requirements; none were following all of the 
maintenance management principles as outlined 
in the Buildings Maintenance Handbook; and 
the vast majority of posts were not tracking 
maintenance expenditures. The report con
cluded that the Office of Foreign Buildings Op
erations exercised insufficient oversight of over
seas maintenance activities. 

(3) The neglect of maintenance oversight by 
the Office of Foreign Buildings Operations has 
repeatedly resulted in the deferment of nec
essary maintenance which has led to higher re
pair costs and shorter building life. 

(b) MAINTENANCE 0VERSIGHT.-The Director 
of the Office of Foreign Buildings Operations 
shall-

(1) direct overseas posts to make annual build
ing condition assessments of buildings and fa
cilities used by the post; 

(2) not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, revise the Foreign Affairs 
Manual to stipulate that the Buildings and 
Maintenance Handbook shall be used by each 
post to identify their maintenance needs, stand
ardize their maintenance operations, and con
duct annual assessments as required by para
graph (1); 

(3) direct the Office of Foreign Buildings Op
erations to provide proper training and assist
ance to posts to ensure that annual surveys are 
effectively completed; and 

( 4) direct overseas posts to ensure that all 
maintenance program fiscal transactions are 
properly encoded in the Department of State ac
counting SYStem to enable compilation of actual 
expenditures · on routine maintenance and spe
cific maintenance funded by the Office of For
eign Buildings Operations. 
SEC. 125. DEFENSE TRADE CONTROLS REGISTRA

TION FEES. 
Section 45 of the State Department Basic Au

thorities Act of 1956 is amended-
(]) by striking out the heading and inserting 

the following: "DEFENSE TRADE CONTROLS REG
ISTRATION FEES; 

(2) in subsection (a)-
( A) by striking out "Munitions Control" both 

places it appears and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Defense Trade Controls"; 

(B) by striking out "munitions control" both 
places it appears and inserting in lieu thereof 
"defense trade controls"; and 

(C) by striking out "$500,000" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$700,000". 
SEC. 126. VISA LOOKOUT SYSTEMS. 

(a) VISAS.-The Secretary may not include in 
the Automated Visa Lookout System, or any 
SYStem or list which maintains information 
about the excludability of aliens under the Im
migration and Nationality Act, the name of any 
alien who is not excludable from the United 
States under the Immigration and Nationality 
Act. 

(b) CORRECTION OF LISTS.-Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of State shall-

(1) correct the Automated Visa Lookout Sys
tem, or any SYStem or list which maintains in
formation about the excludability of aliens 
under the Immigration and Nationality Act so 
as to be consistent with this section; and 

(2) report to the Congress concerning the com
pletion of such correction process. 

(c) APPLICATION.-This section refers to the 
Immigration and Nationality Act as in effect on 
and after June 1,1991. 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that part B be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are 

there any amendments to part B? 
If not, the Clerk will read part C. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

PART C-DIPLOMATIC RECIPROCITY AND 
SECURITY 

SEC. 131. DIPLOMATIC CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM. 
Section 402(a) of the Omnibus Diplomatic Se

curity and Antiterrorism Act of 1986 (22 U.S.C. 
4582(a)) is amended-

(]) in paragraph (1) by striking out 
"$5,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$10,000,000"; and 



May 15, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 11123 
(2) by amending paragraph (2) to read as fol

lows: 
"(2) bid on a diplomatic construction or de

sign project which involves technical security, 
unless the project involves low-level technology, 
as determined by the Assistant Secretary for 
Diplomatic Security.". 
SEC. 132. MOSCOW EMBASSY CONSTRUCTION. 

(a) LIMITATION.-Amounts authorized to be 
appropriated under section 101(a)(7) shall be 
available tor obligation and expenditure subject 
to the provisions of this section. 

(b) COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.-
(1) Not later than 180 days after the date of 

enactment of this Act the Secretary of State, in 
coordination with the heads of other appro
priate Government agencies, shall prepare and 
submit to the appropriate committees of the Con
gress, a comprehensive plan which sets forth 
current and future space requirements tor the 
United States Mission in Moscow and how such 
requirements will be met. 

(2) In addition to such other information as 
the Secretary of State considers necessary and 
appropriate, such plan shall include detailed in
formation concerning requirements tor: 

(A) United States constructed and secure of
fice space to house all classified or sensitive ac
tivities from the most secure to unclassified but 
sensitive functions; 

(B) unclassified nonsensitive office functions; 
(C) staff housing that is physically sate, se

cure, and adequate tor the needs of the entire 
United States Mission, both permanent and 
transient; 

(D) secure and unsecured warehousing; 
(E) recreational facilities; 
(F) expanded activities of the United States 

Information Agency, including offices and cul
tural activities; 

(G) expanded Consular activities of the Mis
sion; 

(H) expanded activities of the Foreign Com
mercial Service/Department of Commerce; and 

(1) all other anticipated U.S. Government 
space requirements. 

(c) iMPLEMENTING DOCUMENTS.-The Sec
retary of State shall make available to the ap
propriate committees of Congress copies of all 
agreements, including memoranda of under
standing, exchanges of letters and all other 
written agreements with the governments of the 
Soviet Union, the Russian Republic, and the 
City of Moscow necessary to implement the com
prehensive plan under subsection (b). 

(d) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this 
section, the term "appropriate committees of 
Congress", means the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, the Committee on Appropriations, and the 
Select Committee on Intelligence of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, the Committee on Appropriations, 
and the Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
Senate. 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that part C be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. Are 

there any amendments to part C? 
If not, the Clerk will read part D. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

PART D-PERSONNEL 
SEC. 141. AMBASSADORIAL APPOINTMENTS. 

Section 302 of the Foreign Service Act of 1980 
(22 U.S.C. 3942) is amended in subsection (a)(l) 
by inserting "as an ambassador," after "ambas
sador at large,". 

SEC. 142. CIDEF OF MISSION SALARY. 
(a) ELECTION.-Section 302 of the Foreign 

Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 3942) is amended 
in the second sentence of subsection (b) by strik
ing out all that follows "assignment" and in
serting in lieu thereof "may elect to continue to 
receive the salary of his or her salary class, to 
remain eligible tor performance pay under chap
ter 4, and to receive the leave to which such 
member is entitled under subchapter I of chapter 
63, title 5, United States Code, as a member of 
the Senior Foreign Service, in lieu of receiving 
the salary and leave (if any) of the position to 
which the member is appointed by the Presi
dent." 

(b) PAY CAP.-Section 401 of the Foreign Serv
ice Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 3961) is amended in 
subsection (a) by-

(1) striking out "Each" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Except as provided in section 302(b), 
each"; and 

(2) striking out "level 11 of such" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "level/ of such". 
SEC. 143. AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY TO SUS· 

PEND EMPLOYEES CONVICTED OF 
CRIMES. 

(a) SEPARATION FOR CAUSE.-Section 610(a) of 
the Foreign Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 
4010(a)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (3) by striking out "there is 
reasonable cause to believe that a member has 
committed a crime" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"a member has been convicted of a crime"; 

(2) in paragraph (4)(A) by striking out "sus
pension, including the grounds for reasonable 
cause to believe a crime has been committed" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "suspension"; and 

(3) in the second sentence of paragraph (5) by 
striking out ''there exists reasonable cause to be
lieve a crime has been committed for which a 
sentence of imprisonment may be imposed" and 
inserting in lieu thf!reof "the conviction require
ments of subsection (a)(3) have been fulfilled". 

(b) FOREIGN SERVICE GRIEVANCE BOARD PRO
CEDURES.-Section 1106 of the Foreign Service 
Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4136) is amended in the 
third sentence of paragraph (8) by striking out 
"determined that" and all that follows through 
the period and inserting in lieu thereof "exer
cised his authority under subsection (a)(3) of 
section 610. ". 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 586 of 
the Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1990 
(Public Law 101-167) is amended by striking out 
subsection (c). 
SEC. 144. RETIREMENT EUGmiLITY FOR CERTAIN 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES WHO TRANS· 
FER TO INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZA· 
TIONS. 

(a) CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT.-Section 
8331(1) of title 5, United States Code, is amend
ed-

(1) by striking out "and" at the end of sub
paragraph (K); 

(2) by inserting "and" after the semicolon at 
the end of subparagraph ( L); and 

(3) by adding after subparagraph (L) the fol
lowing subparagraph: 

"(M) an individual who is employed by an 
international organization pursuant to section 
3582 and who, from time of transfer to such em
ployment from employment creditable under this 
subchapter, currently deposits the employee 
contributions required by this subchapter;". 

(b) LIFE lNSURANCE.-Section 8701(a) of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended-

(]) by striking out "and" at the end of para
graph (9); 

(2) by inserting "and" after the semicolon at 
the end of paragraph (10); and 

(3) by adding after paragraph (10) the follow
ing paragraph: 

"(11) an individual who is employed by an 
international organization pursuant to section 

3582 and who, from time of transfer to such em
ployment (if insured under this chapter imme
diately before the date of such transfer), cur
rently deposits the employee contributions re
quired by this chapter;". 

(c) HEALTH ]NSURANCE.-Section 8901(1) of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended-

(]) by striking out "and" at the end of sub
paragraph (H); 

(2) by inserting "and" after the semicolon at 
the end of subparagraph (1); and 

(3) by adding after subparagraph ( 1) the fol
lowing: 

"(1) an individual who is employed by an 
international organization pursuant to section 
3582 and who, from time of transfer to such em
ployment (if enrolled in a health benefits plan 
as an employee immediately before the date of 
such transfer), currently deposits the employee 
contributions required by this chapter;". 

(d) FEDERAL EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT.-Sec
tion 8401(11) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended-

(]) by striking "(1), or (K)" in subparagraph 
(A) and inserting in lieu thereof "(1), (K), or 
(M)"; and 

(2) by inserting after "Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986" the phrase "or is self-employment for 
purposes of section 211(c)(2)(C)) of the Social Se
curity Act and section 1402(c)(2)(C) of the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986". 

(e) TAX TREATMENT OF THE THRIFT SAVINGS 
FUND.-Section 8440 of title 5, United States 
Code is amended-

(])in subsection (a)(3)-
(A) by striking "merely because" and insert

ing in lieu thereof "merely because (A)"; and 
(B) by adding immediately before the period at 

the end thereof", or (B) having made such elec
tion, the employee subsequently transfers to em
ployment with an international organization 
under conditions specified in section 3582 of this 
title entitling the employee to continue partici
pation in a retirement system tor Federal em
ployees, including submission of employee con
tributions to the Thrift Savings Fund in accord
ance with subsection 3582(d)(2)''; and 

(2) in subsection (c)-
(A) by inserting "either (1)" after "not be in

cluded"; and 
(B) by inserting before the period at the end 

of such subsection ", or (2) for an employee who 
transfers to employment with an international 
organization pursuant to section 3582 of this 
title, as 'net earnings from self-employment' 
consistent with section 211(c)(2)(C) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 411(c)(2)(C)) or section 
1402(c)(2)(C) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986.". 

(f) FOREIGN SERVICE PENSION SYSTEM PAR
TICIPANTS.-Section 853 of the Foreign Service 
Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4071b) is amended in sub
section (a) by inserting "or is self-employment 
for purposes of section 211(c)(2)(C) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 411(c)(2)(C)) and section 
1402(c)(2)(C) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986," after "chapter 21 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, ". 

(g) INCLUSION AS SERVICE SUBJECT TO TAX ON 
SELF-EMPLOYMENT lNCOME.-Subparagraph (C) 
of section 1402(c)(2) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 is amended by inserting before the 
comma at the end the following: ",or service de
scribed in section 3121(b)(15) performed outside 
the United States by a citizen of the United 
States who is entitled to reemployment with a 
Federal agency pursuant to section 3582 of title 
5, United States Code, and whose prior service 
with such Federal agency was employment for 
purposes of section 3121(b) of this title". 

(h) TAX TREATMENT OF CONTRIBUTIONS TO 
FEDERAL THRIFT SAVINGS FUND.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Subparagraph (C) of section 
7701(j)(l) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
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is amended by inserting "(i)" after "merely be
cause", and by inserting before the period at the 
end the following: ", or (ii) having made such 
election, the employee subsequently transfers to 
employment with an international organization 
under the conditions specified in section 3582 of 
such title 5 as entitling the employee to contin
ued participation in a retirement system for 
Federal employees, including submission of em
ployee contributions to the Thrift Savings Fund 
in accordance with section 3582(d)(2) ot such 
title 5". 

(2) COORDINATION WITH SOCIAL SECURITY 
ACT.-Paragraph (3) of section 7701(j) of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by in
serting "(A)" after "not be included", and by 
inserting before the period at the end the follow
ing: ", or (B) in the case of an employee who 
transfers to employment with an international 
organization pursuant to section 3582 of title 5, 
United States Code, as net earnings from self
employment tor purposes of section 211 of the 
Social Security Act or section 1402 of this title". 

(i) AMENDMENTS TO THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
ACT.-8ubparagraph (C) of section 211(c)(2) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 411(c)(2)) is 
amended by inserting before the comma at the 
end the following: "and service described in sec
tion 210(a)(15) performed outside the United 
States by a citizen of the United States who is 
entitled to reemployment with a Federal agency 
pursuant to section 3582 of title 5, United States 
Code, and whose prior service with such Federal 
agency was employment tor purposes of section 
210(a)". 

(j) RIGHTS OF TRANSFERRING EMPLOYEES.
Section 3582 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(1) by striking "deposi
tory;" and inserting in lieu thereof "depository 
(in addition to self-employment taxes payable 
pursuant to section 1402(c)(2)(C) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, if an employee's service 
prior to a transfer under this section was em
ployment tor purposes of title II of the Social Se
curity Act);"; and 

(2) in subsection (d)-
( A) by redesignating the existing subsection by 

inserting "(1)" after "(d)"; and 
(B) by adding after paragraph (1) the follow

ing new paragraph: 
"(2) Any employee contributions authorized to 

be made to the Thrift Savings Fund pursuant to 
an employee election under section 8351 or 8432 
of this title shall in the case of an employee en
titled to continue such retirement coverage 
under subsection (a) of this section be deemed to 
qualify tor preferential tax treatment in accord
ance with section 8440 of this title, as long as 
such contributions are submitted on a current 
basis to the agency from which the employee is 
transferred, directly by the respective inter
national organization through a salary reduc
tion process or, if the organization advises that 
this is not possible, by the employee from cur
rent salary.". 

(k) RETROACTIVE APPL/CATION.-
(1) Subsections (a), (b), and (c) of this section 

are effective in the case of any Federal employee 
who transfers to an international organization 
on and after October 1, 1988. 

(2) Subsections (d) through (j) of this section 
are effective in the case of any Federal employee 
who transfers to an international organization 
on or after January 1, 1987, notwithstanding 
section 205(c)(5)(F) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 405(c)(5)(F)). 
SBC. 146. COMMISSARY ACCESS. 

Section 31(c) of the State Department Basic 
Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2703(c)) is 
amended by adding before the period at the end 
of the first sentence ", and, where determined 
by the Secretary to be appropriate due to excep
tional circumstances, to United States citizens 

hired outside of the host country to serve as 
teaching staff tor such dependents abroad". 
SEC. 146. S7YJRAGE OF PERSONAL EFFECTS. 

Section 901(12) of the Foreign Service Act of 
1980 (22 U.S.C. 4081(12)) is amended-

(1) in subparagraph (B) by inserting imme
diately before the semicolon ", except that in ex
traordinary circumstances the Secretary may ex
tend this period tor not more than an additional 
90 days"; and 

(2) in subparagraph (C) by inserting imme
diately before the semicolon ", except that in ex
traordinary circumstances the Secretary may ex
tend this period tor not more than an additional 
90 days". 
SEC. 141. TRANSPORTATION OF REMAINS. 

Section 901(10) ot the Foreign Service Act of 
1980 (22 U.S.C. 4081(10)) is amended by inserting 
immediately before the semicolon "or, if death 
occurs in the United States, transport of the re
mains to the designated home in the United 
States or to a place not more distant". 
SEC. 148. AMENDMENTS ro TITLE 6. 

(a) DURATION OF PAYMENTS; RATES; ACTIVE 
SERVICE PERIOD.-Section 5523(a)(1) of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"agency)-" and all that follows thereafter and 
inserting the following: "agency) whose depar
ture (or that of the employee's dependents or im
mediate family, as the case may be) is author
ized or ordered under section 5522(a); and". 

(b) LUMP-SUM PAYMENT FOR ACCUMULATED 
AND ACCRUED LEAVE ON SEPARATION.-(1) Sec
tion 5551(a) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting "(excluding any differen
tial under section 5925 and any allowance under 
section 5928)" after "pay" in the second sen
tence. 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1) 
shall apply with respect to service as part of a 
tour of duty or extension thereof commencing on 
or after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(c) GENERAL PROVISIONS.-Section 5922 of title 
5, United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

"(d) When a quarters allowance or allowance 
related to education under this subchapter, or 
quarters furnished in Government-owned or 
controlled buildings under section 5912, would 
be furnished to an employee but tor the death of 
the employee, such allowances or quarters may 
be furnished or continued tor the purpose of al
lowing any child of the employee to complete the 
current school year at post or away from post 
notwithstanding the employee's death. 

"(e) When an allowance related to education 
away from post under this subchapter would be 
authorized with respect to an employee but tor 
the evacuation or authorized departure status of 
the post, such an allowance may be furnished or 
continued tor the purpose of allowing any de
pendent children of such employee to complete 
the current school year.". 

(d) QUARTERS ALLOWANCE.-Section 5923 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking out "When" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "(a) When"; 

(2) in paragraph (1) (in the matter before sub
paragraph (A))-

(A) by striking "lodging" and inserting "sub
sistence"; and 

(B) by inserting "(including meals and laun
dry expenses)" after "quarters"; 

(3) in paragraph (l)(A), by striking "3 
months" and inserting "90 days"; 

(4) in paragraph (l)(B), by striking "1 month" 
and inserting "30 days"; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 
"(b) The 90-day period under subsection 

(a)(l)(A) and the 30-day period under subsection 
(a)(1)(B) may each be extended tor not more 
than 60 additional days if the head of the agen
cy concerned or his designee determines that 
there are compelling reasons beyond the control 

of the employee tor the continued occupancy of 
temporary quarters." 

(e) COST-OF-LIVING ALLOWANCES.-Section 
5924 of title 5, United States Code, is amended-

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking "Columbia." 
and inserting ''Columbia, except that employees 
receiving the temporary subsistence allowance 
under section 5923(1) are ineligible for a postal
lowance under this paragraph."; 

(2) in paragraph (2)-
(A) in the matter before subparagraph (A), by 

striking "expenses," and inserting "subsistence 
and other relocation expenses (including un
avoidable lease penalties),"; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by inserting "the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is
lands," after "Puerto Rico,"; and 

(C) in subparagraph (B), by striking "between 
assignments to posts in foreign areas." and in
serting "after the employee agrees in writing to 
remain in Government service for 12 months 
after transfer, unless separated tor reasons be
yond the control of the employee that are ac
ceptable to the agency concerned."; and 

(3) in paragraph (4)-
(A) in the matter before subparagraph (A), by 

striking "dependents," and inserting "depend
ents (or, to the extent education away from post 
is involved, official assignment to service in 
such area or areas),"; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking "United 
States," and inserting "United States (including 
such educational services as are provided by the 
States under the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act),"; and 

(C) in subparagraph (B)-
(i) in the first sentence by striking ''under

graduate college education" and inserting 
"postsecondary educational institution edu
cation (other than a program of post-bacca
laureate education)"; 

(ii) in the third sentence by striking ''under
graduate college education" and inserting 
"postsecondary educational institution edu
cation (other than a program of post-bacca
laureate education)"; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: "For 
the purposes of this subparagraph, the term 
'educational institution' has the meaning de
fined under section 1701(a)(6) of title 38." 
SEC. 149. VOLUNTARY LEA VB BANK PROGRAM. 

Section 408(a)(1) of the Foreign Service Act of 
1980 (22 U.S.C. 3968(a)(l)) is amended in the 
third sentence by striking out "and (B)" and in
serting in lieu thereof "(B) programs for vol
untary transfers of such leave and voluntary 
leave banks, which shall, to the extent prac
ticable, be established in a manner consistent 
with the provisions of subchapters III and IV, 
respectively, of chapter 63 of title 5, United 
States Code, and (C)". 
SEC. 160. REASSIGNMENT AND REI'IREMENT OF 

PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTEES. 
Section 813 of the Foreign Service Act of 1980 

(22 U.S.C. 4053) is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 813. REASSIGNMENT AND RETIREMENT OF 

FORMER PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTEES.-(a) Except 
as provided under subsection (b), a participant, 
who completes an assignment under section 
302(b) in a position to which he or she was ap
pointed by the President, shall be offered reas
signment within 90 days after the termination of 
such assignment and any period of authorized 
leave. 

"(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply with re
spect to a participant, if the Secretary of State 
determines that reassignment of the participant 
is not in the interest of the United States and 
the Foreign Service. 

"(c) A participant who is not reassigned 
under subsection (a) shall be retired from the 
Service and receive retirement benefits in ac
cordance with section 806 or 855, as appro
priate.". 
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Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that part D be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SoLOMON: Page 

48, after line 8, insert the following: 
SEC. 1151 CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES TESTING 

PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES OF THE 
STATE DEPARTMENT 

The Congress finds that-
(1) the illegal sale, possession and use of 

drugs pose a pervasive and substantial threat 
to the social, educational and economic 
health of the United States; 

(2) the impact of drug abuse is reflected in 
the criminal violence that it causes and in 
the disintegration of families, schools, 
neighborhoods, and workplace safety and ef
ficiency; 

(3) the effects of rampant illegal drug traf
ficking are amply illustrated by national 
crime statistics and prosecutions across the 
United States of persons at all economic and 
social levels, including prominent govern
ment leaders; 

(4) the chronic problem of drug abuse has 
contributed to declining productivity levels, 
escalating health care costs, and the increas
ing inability of domestic industry to com
pete in the world market; and 

(5) reasonable suspicion exists that the 
mission of the government to preserve the 
public health and safety, protect the na
tional security, and maintain an effective 
drug interdiction program for the United 
States is being subverted by the possession, 
sale, and use of drugs by Federal personnel 
at all levels of government. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.-The Sec
retary of State shall establish and imple
ment a random controlled substances testing 
program for employees of the Department of 
State. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this 
section-

(1) the term "controlled substance" has 
the meaning given such term by Section 102 
of the Controlled Substances Act; and 

(2) the term "employee of the Department 
of State" includes any member of the For
eign Service. 

Mr. SOLOMON (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I am 

going to save the Committee time and 
not give my prepared remarks. 

My colleagues, this is an amendment 
which has been voted on on this floor 
probably almost a dozen times in the 
last 2 years. What the amendment does 
is it establishes random drug testing as 
a condition of employment for all Fed
eral employees within the State De
partment. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, it is 
impossible for me to offer this amend-

ment in the form of a bill that would that you, and I and our taxpayers are 
take in all Federal employees through- going to have to support." 
out the entire Federal system, but be-

0 1510 cause that bill has not been allowed to 
come before the floor, it is necessary But worse than that, what they are 
then to offer it to each authorizing bill doing is pumping up the price of these 
for each department, and agency, and illegal drugs. I would say to the Mem
bureau of the Federal Government. bers on the other side that I know all 

So, this amendment has been voted of a sudden I see "Dear Colleague" let
on, I think, three times during this ters coming out from Members I have 
Congress that started in the middle of never heard from before. I see them 
January and will probably be voted on coming, for instance, from the Black 
at least 18 more times. Caucus, and I would say this to mem-

Mr. Chairman, I would just ask my bers of the Black Caucus: "You know 
colleagues to consider the vote that that your constituents are affected 
they will be making today because even more than mine because it is my 
they are going to have to make it time constituents who are the casual drug 
and time again until we do establish in users just on the weekends who drive 
the Federal Government that random into your districts and buy those ille
drug testing for all Federal employees, gal drugs from your people in places 
not just some, but all, as a condition of where all these murders are taking 
employment, as a part of the duty of place, and you are the Members who 
each individual Federal employee. represent the ghettos and the poor sec-

Mr. Chairman, the u.s. Supreme tions of America, and you ought to be 
Court has ruled in a number of cases standing here and defending this 
dealing with safety and sensitive posi- amendment that I offer here today." 

Let me tell the Members, for exam
tiona; they have ruled that it is con- ple, what happened to the U.S. military 
stitutionally correct to have a pre-
employment requirement, which is also in 1982. In 1982, by their own admission, 
the same kind of amendment that I of- 27 percent of the entire military were 

using drugs. Can we imagine that, 27 
fered to all of the authorizing bills. percent? Can we imagine how effective 
However I do not have to offer it to the we would have been in the Persian Gulf 
State Department because the State · if 27 percent of those military people 
Department already does require had been on drugs at the time? 
preapplicant drug testing. Well, we did something about it. A 

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, I President by the name of Ronald 
say, "You know drugs have become Reagan then instituted random drug 
such a serious problem that, if you've testing throughout the entire military, 
read the recent FBI report, we now not just for the buck private or the 
have violent crime spreading all corporal or the sergeant; he did it for 
throughout the ghettos of Our · big the generals and the admirals. And we 
cities, all throughout the entire cities. know what happened. Inside of 6 years 
Now it is spreading throughout the that 27 percent drug use in the military 
suburban areas and even into rural dropped. 
areas such as I represent in northern The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
New York." gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO-

As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, a MON] has expired. 
recent study by the Rand Corp. showed (By unanimous consent, Mr. SOLOMON 
that 75 percent of all of illegal drug use was allowed to proceed for an addi
in this country today is undertaken by tional5 minutes.) 
casual drug users. Now that does not Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, that 
mean the poor people in the ghettos. use of drugs in the military dropped 
My colleagues, that means our con- from 27 percent down to 4.5 percent. 
stituents. It means maybe the upper That is an 82-percent decrease of drug 
middle class college student using use in the military, and today we have 
drugs casually. It means the young the best educated, the best trained, the 
business executive who goes home on best equipped and the most highly mo
the weekend driving his Firebird Pon- tivated military we have ever had in 
tiac into the ghettos, buying his little the history of this Nation. They are 
bit of marijuana, buying his little bit not on drugs, for one thing. 
of cocaine, and taking that back into Just think what would happen if we 
the suburbs, into middle class America, could get an 82-percent reduction in il
where he and people like him attend legal drug use with our Federal em
cocktail parties, and they smoke a lit- ployees. Fortunately, we do not have 
tle marijuana, they snort a little co- that many Federal employees on drugs. 
caine, and they say to themselves, Most of them are good, upstanding peo
"We're not doing society any damage ple, but the fact is that there are those 
at all because we're not really out there who are using drugs. Suppose 
hooked." we could get an 82-percent reduction in 

Mr. Chairman, they are right. They drug use in the Federal Government, 
are not really hooked. But I ask my and then, Mr. Chairman, suppose we 
colleagues, "You know what? They're could get an 82-percent reduction in all 
going to be hooked, and then they're of our State governments, the second 
going to become a burden on society largest employer in the United States 
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of America after the Federal Govern- amendment and let us get the case on 
ment. And then suppose we could get to the Supreme Court. 
an 82-percent reduction in all local Mr. Chairman, illegal drug use is our No. 1 
government employees, the third larg- domestic problem and my amendment intends 
est employer in the entire country. to add to the emphasis in the war against 

Then, Mr. Chairman, if we set that drugs by addressing the issue of the casual 
example throughout all of government drug user. 
from local government up to Federal, Let us face the facts. We could eliminate 
suppose that mM and the General every drug lord in the world today and new 
Electric Co. and all of the industries in ones would pop-up tomorrow because of the 
the private sector introduced random enormous profits involved in this deadly trade. 
drug testing. Do we know what would We have to eliminate the market by eliminat
happen if we reduced illegal drug use 82 ing the demand. And this can be done by 
percent all across the board, public and holding the casual drug user accountable. 
private? There would be no more illegal Mr. Chairman, the days of regarding casual 
drug use in this country to speak of. drug users as victims are over. If we condition 
Those drug kingpins would not exist Federal privileges to remaining drug-free we 
because there would not be a market can begin to send the message to illegal drug 
for their illegal drugs. users that they are a major part of the terrible 

I know there are those Members who drug problem facing our Nation and will be 
will say, "What about invasion of pri- held accountable for their actions. 
vacy?" They will say, "JERRY SoLo- In the last Congress, I introduced legislation 
MON, you are a strict conservative con- to condition the privilege of driving with there
structionist. What about invading my sponsibility of remaining drug free. This meas
privacy?" ure was included in the fiscal year 1991 DOT 

First of all, this is not like alcohol. appropriations bill which became Public Law 
It is against the law in all States to be 101-516. 
publicly intoxicated or to drive while My amendment today continues to condition 
intoxicated, but it is not against the Federal benefits to the responsibility of re
law to use alcohol. You can get drunk maining drug-free by requiring the random 
as a skunk if you want to in the pri- drug testing of all State Department employ
vacy of your own home. But we know ees. 
that it is against the law for you to get This amendment has already been accepted 
high on marijuana or cocaine or crack to the CIA and NASA authorization bills and I 
or any other illegal drug. It is illegal will continue to offer it to every authorization 
for you to do that in the privacy of bill in the 1 02d Congress. 
your own home. If we are going to get serious about user ac-

So I say to the Members, Mr. Chair- countability, what better place to start than 
man, there is a compelling interest out right here? As the Nation's largest employer, 
there for us not only to set the exam- the Federal Goverment has a compelling inter
pie but, more than that, to say to any est in establishing reasonable conditions of 
prospective Federal employee, "If you employment. 
are going to work for the government, Remaining drug-free is completely reason
a part of your job, a condition of that able for all Federal agencies and particularly 
employment, is going to be to submit for the State Department due to the nature of 
to random drug testing." their business. Clearly, they should have a 

A GAO report just recently said that random testing policy in effect for every em
it is unfair because all Federal employ- ployee, but they don't. We cannot afford to · 
ees are not subject to this random test- have the personnel of this or any agency 
ing, only some of them. So I say to the using drugs. There is far too much at stake. 
Members that we ought to treat all Our Armed Forces have used this idea with 
Federal employees fairly. remarkable results. You may remember back 

Second, if we really intend to test all · in 1982, 27 percent of our military were using 
of these employees, we really could drugs by their own admission. Then the mili
make a dent in it. Again I say I have tary instituted a policy of random drug testing 
seen these "Dear Colleague" letters and by 1988, drug use had dropped to 4.5 
which state that it is unconstitutional, percent. That is an 82-percent reduction. 
but if we read all of the clippings, we If the Federal Government could reduce me
read where it says, "The Court upholds gal drug use by 82 percent, and the State and 
drug testing of Justice Department ap- local governments could reduce illegal drug 
plicants," and the Court upholds this use by 82 percent, and the private sector 
all the way through. So what we need could reduce illegal drug use by 82 percent, 
to do is have a test case in the courts, the next thing we would see is no more mar
because if it is unconstitutional, al- ket for illegal drugs. 
though I do not think it is, then this Some might argue that drug testing non 
Member of Congress will not come safety sensitive employees is unconstitutional, 
back here and waste our time with but the Supreme Court has yet to render its 
these kinds of amendments. But we decision on this matter and I believe this 
need a test in the courts, and that is amendment would be the perfect test case. 
why I say that each and every Member, Finally-a question has been raised about 
regardless of where they come from, the cost of drug-testing. Keep in mind, it cost 
ought to be supporting this amend- less than $60 million for drug tests on over 3 
ment. million servicemen. We know the results. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I rest my case and And, a recent GAO report had two important 
hope the Members will all vote for this findings: One Federal drug testing in 18 agen-

cies acts as a strong deterrent to drug abuse 
two Federal employees are being discrimi
nated against because all are not random 
drug tested. 

Mr. Chairman, let us send the message to 
casual drug users that we are going to hold 
them accountable for their actions. Let us sup
port a drug-free government. So, I urge your 
support of this amendment. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON] which would re
quire random drug testing of all State 
Department employees. As the chair
man of the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, I take strong excep
tion to the manner in which this pro
posal has been brought before the 
House. The issue of drug testing of Fed
eral employees and applicants clearly 
falls under the jurisdiction of the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

Our committee has been deeply in
volved in the Federal employees drug
testing issue since its inception. Begin
ning with the 99th Congress, our Sub
committees on the Civil Service and on 
Human Resources have held numerous 
hearings, developed legislation, con
ducted surveys, and issued reports on 
the Government's drug testing of Fed
eral employees. 

Under Chairman SIKORSKI's able lead
ership, the Subcommittee on the Civil 
Service recently released a staff report 
which disclosed that over a 1-year pe
riod the Government spent $11.7 mil
lion to test approximately 29,000 em
ployees, only 153 of whom tested posi
tive. It cost the Federal Government 
nearly $77,000 to identify each em
ployee who tested positive for illegal 
drug use. What an inordinate waste of 
money, time, and resources. If nothing 
else, the subcommittee staff report un
derscores the message that drug test
ing of Federal employees has proven to 
be a very expensive and unproductive 
use of taxpayer money. 

As if wasting money is not enough, 
we know that Government agencies al
ready have the authority to implement 
and, in fact, are implementing drug 
testing programs in a constitutional 
manner. These programs are being con
ducted in accordance with Executive 
Order 12564, which establishes rules for 
a drug-free workplace, and section 503 
of the Supplemental Appropriations 
Act of 1987 which establishes uniform
ity among Federal agency drug-testing 
plans. This amendment therefore is un
necessary. 

My colleagues need to know that the 
State Department currently has a 
drug-testing program in effect which 
includes drug testing of applicants as a 
condition of employment. Addition
ally, the Department will be imple
menting a . random drug testing pro
gram for 90 percent of its employees 
after the program has been reviewed by 
its legal staff. The State Department 
has determined that its current drug 
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testing program meets its needs. The 
Solomon amendment is repetitive and 
unnecessary. 

Perhaps the most dangerous aspect of 
the Solomon amendment is its striking 
disregard for Federal employee pri
vacy. Random testing of Federal em
ployees is a gross and unconstitutional 
violation of their right to privacy. It is 
an intrusion of the worst sort. While 
there might be a constitutional basis 
for drug testing employees involved in 
safety or sensitive areas, there cannot 
be such an interest in testing ms tele
phone operators or stockroom clerks. 

Indeed, un(ler the existing Executive 
order, Federal agencies have the au
thority to constitutionally test em
ployees performing sensitive tasks. 
Agencies have used that authority to 
implement testing programs on the 
basis of a position-by-position analysis. 
Where they have overstepped this au
thority and tested employees for ille
gitimate purposes, courts have not 
hesitated to strike down their drug 
testing programs. 

Adoption of the Solomon amendment 
threatens to reignite litigation that al
ready has been decided. It would force 
agencies to implement, and the Justice 
Department to defend, an expensive 
program that could not have been sus
tained in court. In the last few years 
the courts have worked out a careful 
constitutional accommodation that 
cannot successfully be swept aside by 
legislation. The law would merely force 
the wasteful relitigation of issues that 
already have been decided. It would di
vert the attention of agencies and em
ployee unions from other more useful 
tasks that can improve the Federal 
workplace. It would also divert crucial 
resources from important tasks that 
promise real progress in the war 
against drugs. 

Mr. Chairman, the Solomon amend
ment must be defeated if we are to up
hold the declared constitutional rights 
of many thousands of Federal employ
ees. It must be defeated if we are to 
make wise use of the taxpayers' dol
lars. It must be defeated if we are to 
wage an effective war on drugs. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for civil 
liberties and the Constitution by vot
ing against the Solomon amendment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will 
my friend, the gentleman, from Mis
souri, yield? 

Mr. CLAY. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

The gentleman knows that I have a 
great deal of respect for him. Long be
fore he took over the committee, let 
me just say that as the ranking Repub
lican on the Rules Committee I have 
stood up here time and time again and 
defended the rights of authorizing com
mittees to have jurisdiction over legis
lation, particularly when the Appro
priations Committee wanted to take 

away in many instances the gentle
man's committee rights. So I defend 
the gentleman's right. 

But let me just say that I have a 
copy of the bill that was printed and 
introduced before the gentleman's 
committee long before he was the 
chairman of that committee, when the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD] 
was there. It was first introduced back 
on September 13, 1989. The bill has 
never been let out of committee. That 
bill talks about cost. 

Without reflecting on the gentle
man's voting record at all, I have here 
a copy of the report of the National 
Taxpayers Union which rates every 
Member of Congress. They rate this 
Member of Congress in the 88 percent
ile group in voting against spending 
bills. 

D 1520 
That is almost at the top. 
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 

my time, let me say to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMAN] that I 
am sure that they did not factor in the 
gentleman's vote for that expensive B-
2; they did not factor in all of the gen
tleman's defense votes; and they did 
not factor in all of the kinds of votes 
that really cost the taxpayers money. 
It is not programs like feeding the hun
gry children in school that cost the 
taxpayers money, it is the inordinate 
amount of money that we spend on 
that wasteful product called national 
defense, when we only use it to fight 
Third World countries. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to talk about 
the gentleman and his defense spending 
and what the Taxpayers Union does not 
declare as wasteful spending. When we 
talk about invading these little, small 
countries, Third World countries, that 
is great for us, for our patriotism. But 
I understand, and the gentleman under
stands, that we only use these das
tardly weapons of destruction on little 
countries. 

When the Soviet Union shot down an 
airplane, killing a member of this 
body, what did we say? "We demand an 
apology." What did they say? They 
told us where to go. What did we do? 
We went. 

Mr. SIKORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend
ment of my good friend, the distin
guished gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON], for six reasons. 

First, the Solomon amendment is 
about testing. It is all about testing. 
The test, however, is not related to any 
war on drugs, but the intelligence and 
common sense of this body and this 
Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not a drug test, 
it is an intelligence test. Are we going 
to vote for any foolish and expensive 
proposal requiring Federal employees 
to urinate in a plastic cup any time, 

anywhere, and at any cost, just be
cause someone waves the "war on 
drugs" slogan? 

Mr. Chairman, that is the test here 
today. If you believe in a war on drugs, 
in a purposeful and efficient drug test
ing program, on letting the administra
tion, through its agencies, administer 
an extensive drug program, vote no on 
Solomon. If you want to waste the dol
lars of the taxpayers of this country 
and hurt the war on drugs, vote yes on 
Solomon. 

Second point: The Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service and the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs clearly 
hold jurisdiction under the rules of the 
House, and they have not supported 
this proposal, for good reasons. More
over, the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service exercises jurisdiction 
over all drug testing of all civil serv
ants, and our extensive oversight 
shows real flaws in this kind of shot
gun, simplistic approach. 

Third point: Currently the State De
partment has a drug testing program 
which tests all employees whose jobs 
affect America's national security, 
health, or safety. In addition, every 
Foreign Service officer, every Foreign 
Service employee, is randomly tested 
for drugs. Finally, the Department is 
initiating a random drug testing pro
gram affecting 90 percent of its em
ployees. Yet, we have the Solomon 
amendment to go beyond that. 

Fourth point: Random drug testing 
has been characterized by former drug 
czar William Bennett as a "distrac
tion" from the main task of fighting 
drug abuse, and it is outrageously ex
pensive. A distraction, and an expen
sive distraction at that. 

Mr. Chairman, the Subcommittee on 
Civil Service, which I chair, recently 
finished a survey of 38 Federal agencies 
that test for drugs. We discovered that 
for every Federal employee who tests 
positive for drugs, American taxpayers 
pay almost $77,000 for every positive 
test. That is $11.7 million to test 28,872 
Federal employees, Americans who 
work for America, to come up with 153 
positive tests for illegal drugs. Is it 
worth the cost? 

Mr. Chairman, let us weigh that very 
carefully, especially when we compare 
that $77,000 per positive drug test to 
the $467 we invest annually for each 
American kid on the Women, Infant, 
and Children Program, or the $4,639 we 
invest in education on each American 
child. 

It will cost the Federal Government 
more than $186 million a year to ran
domly test all employees in all agen
cies as proposed by the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo
MON]. It will cost an additional $339 
million per year to test all applicants 
for Federal jobs, as proposed by the dis
tinguished gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. Chairman, assuming the Con
gress is willing to commit an addi-
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tional half billion dollars of tax money 
to the war on drugs, and take it away 
from WIC, take it away from edu
cation, or take it from someplace else, 
that money would be far more effec
tively spent augmenting the treatment 
programs and enhancing enforcement. 
The Solomon amendment wastes dol
lars. 

Fifth point: Random drug testing 
programs are generally inefficient and 
crazy-quilt. Our subcommittee survey 
showed that agencies, for example, dif
fered widely to the point of craziness in 
the prices they paid for lab tests, in the 
monitoring which medical review offi
cers perform for accuracy, and the 
number of people who handle the speci
mens prior to analysis. Mandating 
more random drug testing on top of 
this system is both burdensome and 
foolish. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SIKOR
SKI] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SIKORSKI 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. SIKORSKI. Mr. Chairman, my 
final point is that our Federal civil 
servants are some of the most hard
working' most dependable, and most 
family-oriented and drug-free employ
ees in America. Surveys show that 
they are older and more conservative 
than any other work force, private or 
public, in America. They stood by our 
troops in the desert, they stand by us 
at home, and passage of this amend
ment, and all the other crazy amend
ments coming up gratuitously requir
ing random drug testing, is an expen
sive slap in the face of every one of 
those Federal employees, just for some 
sloganeering and posing for holy pic
tures. 

Mr. Chairman, the Federal deficit has 
never been higher, Federal dollars have 
never been scarcer, and the scourge of 
drugs has never been more dangerous. 
To win the battle against drugs, we 
must target every dollar for maximum 
impact and maximum efficiency. Obvi
ously a crazy-quilt, massive, expensive 
drug testing program-requiring the 
oldest and most conservative work 
force in America to randomly urinate 
in a bunch of plastic cups-is stupid 
and is not that kind of effective drug 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, for all these reasons, I 
strongly oppose the amendment, and 
ask Members to vote no on Solomon. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, maybe I missed some
thing. Did the drug war end, and no one 
told us about it? All of a sudden, Mem
bers are coming to the floor suggesting 
that we do not need to do all of the 
kinds of things that we had just deter
mined a matter of months ago were a 
necessary part of our drug war. 

Now, all of sudden, I hear Members 
coming to the floor suggesting that the 

work that we did towards building 
drug-free workplaces in this country is 
no longer necessary. The Federal Gov
ernment certainly does not have to 
participate, because, after all, we have 
won the war. There is no more problem 
with drugs. 

How ridiculous. Of course there is 
still a drug problem out there. Of 
course we still need drug-free work
places in this country, and, of course 
Federal employees ought to be among 
those setting the example for others as 
we look at the drug-free workplace. 

Mr. Chairman, drug-free workplaces 
work. That is in fact something that 
has now been shown over a period of 
months and years, that drug-free work
places are precisely that direction the 
country ought to be moving. 

First of all, drug-free workplaces re
duce costs, because what they do is as
sure that there are people not high on 
drugs working in jobs, that we do not 
have people who are high on drugs, who 
are out working in the workplaces, and 
thereby causing accidents and causing 
all kinds of problems that are not 
there. 

Mr. Chairman, that reduces costs. 
':'alk to the employers in your dis
tricts, and you will find that nearly all 
of them who have had experience with 
a drug-testing program find it a posi
tive step for them, and they are not 
paying higher insurance costs, they are 
not paying higher costs in the work
place as a result of their drug testing 
programs. 

Second, you assure quality. Quality 
work is better with drug-free work
places in place. When your have people 
not using drugs, the product that they 
produce is a much better product, and 
we get the kind of quality that we need 
in our workplace. 

D 1530 
What is one of the highest things 

that the country is supposed to aspire 
to right now? Quality. And all of a sud
den we are going to come to the floor 
and we are going to suggest that we no 
longer need to have these programs, 
that quality is no longer important, 
that we can have druggies working in 
the workplace and there is no penalty 
for it. How ridiculous. The gentleman 
before talked about stupidity. There is 
stupidity of the first order, if we sug
gest that this country can have people 
on drugs, working. 

I have heard a number of discussions 
that somehow this does not work. What 
about the military? The military, as 
the gentleman from New York has 
stated, just a few years ago was at 27 
percent of people in the military were 
on drugs. Today it is down to 4.5 per
cent. Does anyone seriously suggest 
that we would have won the war in Iraq 
if we had had more than 25 percent of 
the people out in the desert sitting out 
there on drugs? The point being that 
what we have happening here is a pro-

gram that worked, and the high qual
ity of people that we saw out there in 
the desert fighting for this country is 
in part because we assure that quality 
with the drug testing program that we 
have in place. 

There is absolutely nothing wrong 
with having Federal Government em
ployees set the example for the rest of 
the country. That is what the gen
tleman from New York is suggesting. 

I am amazed, when we had the gen
tleman's amendment out here the 
other day, from the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology, on the 
floor and we were suggesting this for 
NASA, it was accepted, both sides of 
the ·aisle. It was accepted out here. 
When the Foreign Affairs Committee 
comes and we suggest it for the State 
Department employees, all of a sudden 
the roof blows off the place. "You can't 
do this to our people in the State De
partment." Why not? 

If we can, if people in NASA can par
ticipate in drug testing programs, why 
not the people at the Department of 
State? 

Maybe part of the answer is because 
Congress does not even comply. We 
have drug-free workplace policies here. 
And guess what? When the Heritage 
Foundation the other day did a study 
to find out whether or not we were in 
compliance, they found that only one
quarter of the offices in the House of 
Representatives are in compliance with 
the law of the land and mandate of the 
Speaker of this House. So probably 
what has happened here is that the . 
Congress has decided that since we do 
not want to comply, no one else should 
have to comply either. 

I will tell my colleagues, I do not 
think the American people are going to 
buy that. I think what the American 
people think is that we ought to obey 
our own laws and comply here, and the 
rest of the Government ought to be 
complying, too. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. The ques
tion I wanted to ask him initially, he 
indicated that we declared the war 
over. 

Mr. WALKER. I said it seem that 
way. 

Mr. HOYER. Let me ask the gen
tleman something, does the gentleman 
believe the policy of the Federal em
ployer today is for a drug-free work
place? 

Mr. WALKER. I would hope that one 
of the things that the Federal Govern
ment is attempting to do is to assure 
drug-free workplaces in all of our agen
cies. 

Mr. HOYER. So the gentleman be
lieves that Secretary Baker heads a 
Government agency that has a drug
free workplace policy? 
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The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WALKER. I think he is attempt
ing to do that. I think that the gen
tleman from New York is offering him 
an opportunity to assure that that 
which he is attempting to do can be ac
complished. 

Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield. Is the gentleman 
aware of the fact that the Department 
does not believe this is necessary to ef
fect that policy? 

Mr. WALKER. I do not know who 
made that decision at the Department, 
but if they in fact have made that deci
sion, they are probably as dumb about 
that as they were about the embassy 
that we talked about here a few min
utes ago. 

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman also 
mentioned that in the armed forces we 
had gone from 27 percent, I believe was 
the figure the gentleman used, down to 
4.5 percent. Is that correct? 

Mr. WALKER. That is the figure I 
had here. 

Mr. HOYER. Does the gentleman per
ceive that to be success? 

Mr. WALKER. I think that is moving 
toward success. I would like to get rid 
of the other 4.5 percent. 

Mr. HOYER. We would like to be 
down to zero. 

Mr. WALKER. And we are not likely 
to get there by ending testing policies 
that have taken us from 27 percent 
down to 4.5 percent. 

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman under
stands, of course, that was achieved 
some time ago; am I correct? 

Mr. WALKER. It has been achieved 
over the last decade. 

Mr. HOYER. But that figure was 
achieved some time ago; is that cor
rect? Some years ago? 4.5 percent. 

Mr. WALKER. I think, yes, I think 
that is right. 

Mr. HOYER. If that is the case then, 
the armed services does in fact have 
universal random testing, does it not? 

Mr. WALKER. I think that is right. 
Mr. HOYER. So that 4.5 percent 

would seem to be, I would think, a 
pretty good success. Not good enough. 
We want zero, but pretty good success. 

Mr. WALKER. Yes. 
Mr. HOYER. The gentleman is also 

aware of the fact, as the gentleman 
from Minnesota just mentioned, that 
in the Federal Government right now 
we are at half a percent, a half a per
cent, 800 percent better than the 
Armed Forces? 

Mr. WALKER. One of the reasons for 
that is we do not have broad-based 
drug testing to get accurate figures. I 
think that the gentleman does not 
make a valid point when we compare 
the two. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, Secretary Baker 

may be correct in his assertion that 
this is not necessary to get there be
cause in fact we are getting there. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman may 
believe that, and I thank the gen
tleman, but it seems to me that what 
he is doing is declaring the war won 
and walking out on it. And I do not 
agree with that. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. He is also mislead
ing. Let us be fair over there. 

Mr. HOYER. We always try to be fair 
over here. 

Mr. WALKER. Could I get the floor 
back for a moment? I have yielded to 
the gentleman from New york. Having 
yielded previously to the gentleman 
from Maryland, I am now prepared to 
yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. When STENY HOYER 
is the acting Speaker up there, he does 
such a brilliant job. And he generally is 
quite fair. So I am a little surprised to 
see him trying to kind of lead you here 
because he is saying, does the gen
tleman know, he is talking like a trial 
lawyer now. I know he did not mean it 
to be misleading. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. SOLOMON and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER was 
allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I con
tinue to yield to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

I would just point out that the gen
tleman from Maryland is trying to mis
lead the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
by saying, is it not true that half a per
cent of employees are on drugs? And 
that is sort of misleading because the 
test came from those that ·are sub
jected to random drug testing today, 
which is a minuscule number of Fed
eral employees. 

Mr. WALKER. That is the point I 
think I made. 

Mr. SOLOMON. The point is that 
even the GAO, whom I do not always 
agree with, they say that "the low 
number of positive results among Fed
eral employees, Federal workers, about 
half of which were for marijuana use, 
shows that the test program is acting 
as a deterrent to drug abuse." 

That is the whole argument here. 
The gentleman from Maryland knows 
that. 

Let me say to those Members over 
there that are talking about the cost, 
the cost, the cost. 

The Members of the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service know, be
cause they have recently heard testi
mony on it, that 70 percent of all incar-

cerated criminals throughout our pris
ons today are serving there on drug-re
lated criminal offenses. They want to 
save money. Do Members know what it 
costs to maintain a prisoner in a prison 
today? And I have got five of them in 
my congressional district. It costs 
about $27,000 a year per prisoner, and 
that is not all the cost. 

So if Members want money for Head 
Start and WIC, which I voted for, then 
let us do something about drug use in 
America and let us put these people 
back on the streets where they do not 
use drugs like this. 

Mr. WALKER. I think the gentleman 
has made an excellent point. And to go 
back to his point of a few minutes ago, 
I think the gentleman from Missouri 
suggested, for example, that the NTU 
that the gentleman was quoting from, 
the National Taxpayers Union, does 
not use defense votes. The fact is the 
gentleman and I score pretty well with 
the NTU, and the NTU uses all spend
ing votes. 

I am thrilled to say at least that we 
now have Members that have voted for 
every spending program ever to come 
through the House who are now stand
ing up and have recognized that cost is 
a concern. And I would ask them to 
join me later on when I have another 
amendment out here to deal with the 
cost in this particular program. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. I would like to ask the 
gentleman from New York, who was 
yielded to previously, does he make an 
analogy? Does he make a comparison, 
does he believe there is any comparison 
between the Federal employees, the 200 
million civilians who serve this Nation 
very well and the folks that the gen
tleman referenced in Federal peniten
tiaries, in State penitentiaries that 
commit crimes on the street? There is 
no basis for that. The gentleman is 
wrong and should not make such an 
analogy. 

0 1540 

Did the gentleman not make such an 
analogy? 

Mr. WALKER. Let me regain my 
time. The gentleman is obfuscating the 
issue here, because the gentleman from 
New York made no such analogy. What 
he was saying was that solving the 
drug problem does, in fact, have cost 
implications to it. If we can solve the 
drug problem, we can eliminate some 
of the costs of housing prisoners at the 
present time, which is a major expense 
to this Government, to State govern
ments, and local governments. One of 
the ways that we can assure that the 
drug problem comes down is in the cas
ual use of drugs. By ending the casual 
use of drugs, one of the best ways to do 
that is to assure that employees have 
an obligation to their employers, and 
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we have seen success in that. Ask em
ployers in the private markets. They 
will tell you that there has been suc
cess where they have implemented 
drug testing programs. 

Now, that has helped bring down cas
ual usage of drugs. We have seen that 
in the statistics. And Bill Bennett, 
whom the gentleman from Minnesota 
quoted a few minutes ago, has said that 
is one of the great success stories. We 
have ended some of the casual use of 
drugs in this country. It is largely be
cause we have confronted people at 
their places of employment, and I 
think we ought to continue to do so. 

I do not think the gentleman made 
any kind of analogy. 

Mr. SOLOMON. If the gentleman will 
yield further, the gentleman from 
Maryl~nd posed a question to me: was 
there an analogy? And certainly there 
was not. We were talking about saving 
money by getting to the crux of this 
and not having 70 percent of the pris
oners incarcerated for drug-related 
usage. 

Before the gentleman came on the 
floor, I defended the right of Federal 
employees and told how honorable they 
were, and I cited a GAO report which 
made two major findings, I say to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], 
which he would appreciate, because the 
first one said that Federal drug testing 
in 18 agencies accounts for a strong de
terrent to drug abuse, but then they 
went on to find that Federal employees 
are being ·discriminated against, be
cause some are being random tested 
and others are not, and those others 
that are not, or the ones that are, are 
highly insulted because they think all 
of them should be. 

I have polled the Federal employees 
in my district. They support random 
drug testing of all employees, because 
they do not want their fellow workers 
using illegal drugs. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, sometimes it serves us 
to advantage to know what we are 
talking about. 

The amendment offered by the gen
tleman from New York, and I have 
great respect and affection for him as 
he very well knows, says the Secretary 
of State shall establish and implement 
a random controlled substances testing 
program for the employees of the De
partment of State. 

Of course, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania comes into the well, and he 
sets up this magnificent straw man and 
proceeds to just lambaste the daylights 
out of it. He says that the statement is 
made that the war against drugs has 
been won, and that there is no problem. 
I think it would be useful to see what 
the facts might happen to be. 

First of all, there is a random drug 
testing program in the Federal Govern
ment. It is established by Executive 

order. It meets certain guidelines with 
regard to the protection of people who 
are tested. 

Last year $11.7 million was spent on 
it. Now, if this program passes on every 
authorization bill, which the gen
tleman from New York would like to 
see, we have been told it will cost the 
Federal Government $186 million, and 
when they test all the applicants for 
Federal employment, it will cost an
other $339 million. 

Perhaps that is a good expenditure of 
money. But I come from a part of the 
country which says you ought to get 
something for what you spend, and you 
ought to get the best return you pos
sibly can. 

We are going to have a budget deficit 
this year of several hundred billion dol
lars. It is going to be longer than this 
Congress has the ability to control or 
the administration has the ability to 
properly address. So I do not think 
that we have money to waste on frivo
lous drug-testing programs. 

Having said these things, it is now 
established by the courts that the Fed
eral Government has the right to re
quire employees in sensitive positions 
and in positions affecting health and 
safety to submit to drug tests. Execu
tive Order 12564 establishes rules for 
such tests and requries that this be 
done. This probably comes as a pro
digious surprise to my good friend from 
Pennsylvania, who has held forth with 
great enthusiasm on the need for a pro
gram of this kind, and I assure him 
that there is one. He can now relax and 
be comfortable that we are doing some
thing on this particular matter. 

Beyond this, let us look to see what 
the amendment in fact does not do. It 
provides no protection for workers 
against false positives. It provides no 
protection for the agency against false 
negatives. It establishes no protection 
to assure that the testing is properly 
done by responsible, accredited labora
tories. There is no requirement that 
the agency use qualified laboratories. 
There is no provision regarding the 
proper collection of specimens of pro
tection of the chain of custody, as is 
required in the courts of law. There are 
no standards in this amendment to as
sure that the testing is done properly. 
There are no quality controls required, 
nor is there quality assurance required. 
There is no confidentiality in the han
dling of test results. There is no re
quirement for review of test results by 
a medical professional to assure the 
positives are a result of illegal drug 
use. 

It will come as a terrible shock to 
some of my colleagues to know that 
positives in drug testing can come from 
many things: From things as simple as 
eating some poppyseed rolls or as sim
ple as taking a medication for a bad 
back or an arthritic condition. 

I think that we owe the country are
sponsibility to come up with a better 

and a more carefully thought out pro
gram, particularly in view of the fact 
that there is a program now in place 
which in fact is working. 

Let us now look at some other prob
lems with the amendment that is of
fered by my dear friend from New 
York. First of all, it requires testing 
for literally hundreds of controlled sub
stances, not just drugs which are used 
illegally. The overwhelming majority 
of the drugs which are used by people 
in this country are legally prescribed 
by doctors for proper medical condi
tions, and many of them will show up 
in an improperly administered and an 
improperly defined testing program. 

There are serious scientific problems 
associated with running proper tests on 
most of these drugs; by a proper test I 
mean one which not only provides pro
tection for the Government but one 
which provides ·proper protection for 
the average citizen. There is here the 
potential for the serious invasion of 
the medical privacy and other rights of 
Federal employees who are honorable 
and decent people. 

I would just remind my colleagues 
that in the spending of $11.7 million to 
test 29,000 employees, we only found 15.1 
people who could not pass that test. 
That is less than one-half of 1 percent. 
It is costing, as I mentioned, or has 
been mentioned earlier, some $77,000 
for each and every one of these tests. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN
GELL] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DINGELL 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I think 
what we need to do is to stand back 
and look. Do we have a drug testing 
program? Yes; we do. 

Is it working? Yes; it is. 
Do we need to add to it? No; we do 

not. 
Does the President have authority to 

make neceasary changes? Yes; he does. 
Are we going to help what the Presi

dent is doing by passing this amend
ment? Clearly not. 

Is the amendment clear enough on its 
face to tell us what it purports to do? 
The answer to that is emphatically 
"No." 

Then why are we engaged in this cu
rious exercise down here to discuss a 
program which will serve no purpose, is 
going to cost lots of money, is going to 
jeopardize the rights of both the Gov
ernment and the employees, and is 
going to achieve no significant benefit 
from the standpoint of the public inter
est? 

The amendment, although offered, I 
am sure, by my dear friend with the 
best intentions, simply confuses exist
ing law. It should be rejected for those 
reasons. 

Mr. HAYES of lllinois. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 
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Mr. Chairman, I do not know, but I 

guess I am a part of that group that 
the gentleman from New York referred 
to about five times as "you people." 
Well, you were looking in my direction, 
and you made reference to the fact 
that drugs are leaving out of the ghet
tos and moving into the suburbs and 
other parts of our communities. 

Well, I happen to represent a good 
number of people who live in the ghet
tos who certainly are victimized by 
drugs. But I think we ought to under
stand that to concentrate on the vic
tims is not a solution to the problem. 

This is a billions-of-dollars business, 
the trafficking in drugs, and the people 
who make the money off the drugs do 
not live in the ghettos. Many of them 
do not even live in the suburbs. They 
live out of State or somewhere up in 
the hills somewhere. 

We do not seem to be concerned 
about apprehending them or putting 
them out of business. 

D 1550 
I must oppose this sort of approach 

that I categorize as bursting the pim
ple on the elephant's hip and stop him 
from becoming a high jumper. 

This is a big problem. To talk about 
random testing of people going into the 
State Department, and certainly none 
of the people referred to as "you peo
ple" are going to wind up, or very few 
of them wind up in the State Depart
ment. 

I think and I agree with the gen
tleman from New York, I am very 
much concerned about the drug issue. 
Drugs are ruining a generation of our 
youth. However, I must oppose this 
amendment on several grounds. This 
amendment has not had the benefit of 
hearings by the Committee of Jurisdic
tion, the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. The gentleman should be 
aware that our committee has looked 
extensively into the drug problem and 
found that random testing of Federal 
employees is wasteful, costly, and self
defeating. A better approach, one 
which the State Department is already 
using, is drug testing of applicants. I 
do not even agree with that. 

Furthermore, I understand that the 
State Department is planning to imple
ment a well-founded random drug test
ing problem of its own. So I do not see 
why this is necessary, this kind of an 
amendment. I know this gentleman 
from New York has good intentions. I 
have a proposal by our colleague, as 
has been said, that will cost hundreds 
of millions of dollars to implement 
with very little results. The same re
sults could be achieved in much less 
costlier fashion. If the Federal Govern
ment is allowed to continue to imple
ment programs already in the works, 
why do we not try to police our borders 
better? Use some of the troops that are 
returning home from the desert and it 
looks like the second coming of Jesus 

Christ with some of the parades we are 
having. We can actually station them 
on our borders and stop the influx of 
drugs coming in from other countries. 

I would also encourage my colleagues 
to look toward education, and send 
some money in this direction to try to 
change people, and tell them, and edu
cate them and enforce the most effec
tive way of dealing with addiction. 
Now is the time to be putting valuable 
resources into these areas. 

I look forward to support the fight 
against addiction. However, let Mem
bers not focus all of our attention, in 
order to get what I call certain public
ity out of what is an issue, that is real
ly of real magnitude, all over this 
country. Not just in the ghettos, not 
just among "you people," but among 
the people here in this country. We 
could spend this money in a much more 
valuable fashion, and use it in a way to 
help educate our people. Yes, help them 
find employment. Some of the people 
who traffick and sell drugs cannot find 
a job. I know it is true in my district. 
Let the United States have a public 
works program, which some of the peo
ple will not vote for, in order to give 
meaningful employment, get them an 
alternative to selling drugs, in order to 
try to live. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words, 
and yield to my esteemed spokesperson 
on this issue, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, to my 
good friend, the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. HAYES] who traveled with me 
to the Persian Gulf and had a chance to 
see some of these fine young men and 
women, let me say we have a lot that 
we agree with, and I do respect the gen
tleman. 

Let me take a minute to read to my 
good friend from Chicago some of the 
letter that I recently wrote to him and 
other Members on that side of the 
aisle. When I said "you people" that is 
who I was referring to, Members on 
that side of the aisle, just so the gen
tleman knows. 

In the letter I said, "As you may al
ready know, the Rand Corporation re
cently released a study entitled 'Money 
from Crime,' a study of the economics 
of drug dealing in Washington, DC. Ac
cording to the study, 78 percent of the 
cocaine purchased in the District of Co
lumbia is actually sold to users in the 
suburbs." And I referred to those back 
during my earlier statement. I went on 
to say, "Yet, it is not these suburban 
drug users who are being hurt the 
most." Consider another finding from 
the report. "Currently, inner-city 
youths are : rrested and charged with 
drug distribution. This arrest rate may 
climb to one in three over the next 10 
years." That is a terrible thought to 
even think about. One in three in the 
next 10 years. I went on to say, "We 
must continue to cut the demand for 

drugs, and since the majority of the il
legal drugs purchased is consumed in 
suburban communities, we should con
tinue to target sanctions against these 
groups.'' 

I say to the gentleman from Chicago, 
not against your people in your dis
trict. Against people in our district 
around here in Maryland and Virginia 
where we live when we are down here, 
or back home. The letter went on to 
say, "In most localities today, an afflu
ent, white, suburbanite arrested for 
drug use gets off scot-free. Yet they 
purchase 80 percent of the illegal 
drugs." Do the young inner-city youths 
who sold them their drugs get off scot
free? Not likely. It is unfair. 

That is why we need to do everything 
we can to set that example, to do away 
with illegal drug use in this country. 

I want to work with the gentleman 
from Chicago, and the Members from 
Los Angeles, and the Members from 
rural America, to try to solve this 
problem. We can do it by taking a step 
today. Support my amendment. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CLAY]. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to ask the sponsor of the amend
ment, does he have an approximate 
cost of what this will be? 

Mr. SOLOMON. In the first place, the 
cost is irrelevant. 

Mr. CLAY. Irrelevant? 
Mr. SOLOMON. Cost is irrelevant. We 

can obtain the same results we did in 
the military, where we tested 3 million 
people in the military. Three million 
different drug tests, and the cost was 
in the $20 or $30 million range. 

We are only talking about testing a 
couple hundred thousand people, ran
domly, to set the example, to stop the 
use. That cost has got to be maybe a 
couple million dollars. That is money 
well spent. 

Mr. CLAY. Would the gentleman be
lieve it is almost a half a billion? 

Mr. SOLOMON. No, sir. Those costs 
are incorrect according to all the re
ports. 

Mr. CLAY. Let me ask the gentleman 
a further question: Can the gentleman 
tell me how much the other proposal 
that he sponsored on requiring people 
to register for the draft has cost the 
taxpayers since that proposal went 
into effect? 

Mr. SOLOMON. All I know is that set 
an example when the U.S. Supreme 
Court upheld it, that said that every 
young man in America should live up 
to the law of the land in his obligation 
to register for the draft, and they did 
it. 

Mr. CLAY. Would the gentleman be 
responsive to my question? How much 
did it cost the taxpayers for a proposal 
that the gentleman sponsored to re
quire every young man in America to 
register for the draft, which we have 
not used? We fought a war just re
cently. 



11132 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE May 15, 1991 
Mr. SOLOMON. May I give the gen

tleman an example? Zero dollars, be
cause the law was already there, and I 
think the gentleman voted for it. 

Mr. CLAY. I did not vote for it, no. 
How many yens, if it did not cost any 
dollars, how many yens did it cost? 

Mr. SOLOMON. The Office of Man
agement and Budget said my amend
ment saved money because all of the 
kids that did not register for the draft, 
all of their college loans and grants, we 
did not give them a nickel. So we saved 
money. 

It did not cost. 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
The public must get confused by all 

the Members calling ourselves "good 
friends" and vigorously disagreeing 
with one another, but that is part of 
the greatness of our country and our 
democracy. 

I rise in very strong opposition to the 
Solomon amendment. It should be de
feated on basic grounds. It is unconsti
tutional. Perhaps of minor concern, 
but it seems to me one that ought to be 
raised on the floor of the House of the 
People, our Founding Fathers were 
concerned about illegal things being in 
people's bodies, and people's houses, 
but some 200 years ago they adopted a 
Bill of Rights that included the fourth 
amendment to the Constitution that 
said that this Government is going to 
be different than other governments. 

0 1600 

We will not allow arbitrary, capri
cious, widespread invasion of privacy. 

What a great country America is. 
How privileged we are to live in an 
America that believes that it is the in
dividual and the individual's rights 
which need to be protected-against 
whom? Against Government intru
sion-Government intrusion. The 
courts have said that even if the Gov
ernment is an employer, the Govern
ment still has to live up to what the 
Founding Fathers set forth in the Bill 
of Rights. We talk about the Bill of 
Rights in Eastern Europe and in the 
Soviet Union and all over this world. 
We talk about advocating freedom in 
Nicaragua, in El Salvador, in Chile, in 
all the four corners of the world. Let us 
advocate the Bill of Rights here on this 
floor. 

The fourth amendment, as all of us 
know, precludes unreasonable searches 
and seizures. President Reagan, in Ex
ecutive Order 12564 and the Congress in 
Public Law 171 established a rigorous 
drug testing program. Everyone on this 
floor needs to know we have in place, 
because there is a drug problem in 
America, a drug testing program in 
place right now in the Federal Govern
ment. 

The Secretary of State, or at least 
his spokespersons, have indicated this 
amendment is not necessary. Let me 
repeat that. One of the people who runs 

one of the most important agencies, 
who is closest to the President of the 
United States, has said this amend
ment is not necessary. 

The Supreme Court in all other fed
eral cases to date-maybe we do not 
care what the law is-have clearly 
worked from the premise that across
the-board testing, as is proposed in this 
amendment, which should not have 
passed by a voice vote in the previous 
two bills, period; we were sleeping at 
the switch and we apologize. We are 
awake now. All these cases .have said 
that the premise of across-the-board 
testing would violate the fourth 
amendment and the courts have re
quired a clear nexus of relationship be
tween the type of position the em
ployee holds and whether a drug test is 
justified. 

Clearly, where the public health and 
safety is in danger, all of us believe 
that, the court has upheld drug testing, 
and ought to, as does Public Law 171. 

The same applies when employees 
carry weapons or have high trust, such 
as security clearance, but to randomly 
test every Federal employee regardless 
of their position violates the privacy 
rights guaranteed to citizens under the 
fourth amendment, and this Congress 
should not tread lightly nor heavily or 
competently, especially without the 
full review of the committees which 
have jurisdiction over this issue. 

Second, the cost of this amendment 
has been raised, it is $186 million. I 
have the figure. The chairman used an
other figure. 

I agree with the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON], perhaps ultimate 
cost is not the issue here. Cost is not 
necessarily the issue, but even if it 
costs nothing, for free, to violate the 
Constitution of the United States, I 
suggest, is not free. 

Yes, there are drugs in this country. 
When is the next amendment coming 
that the Government can search every 
household in America? I guarantee if 
you do, they will find some drugs ille
gally held. Do we support searching 
every house in America? Do we believe 
a man's home is his castle? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HOYER. I think, Mr. Chairman, 
not perhaps in dollars, but the costs in 
terms of tradeoffs, in terms of our 
rights, the differences between what 
America is and what other nations 
have been, that that cost is incalcula
ble. 

Let me say something about random 
drug testing. First of all, of 28,872 tests 
that have been conducted by the Fed
eral Government under the existing 
program, 91 employees tested positive. 
Now, the total is 153, but from random 
testing, some of those were voluntary, 
some of those were because rightfully a 

supervisor said that employees acting 
funny and the constitutional provision 
is that if you have probable cause, if 
you have reason to do something, you 
can do it; so take those out. You have 
91 employees out of 29,000 who have 
been identified. That is three-tenths of 
a percent. 

That is why I asked the gentleman 
the question about the military, where 
4. 7 percent were identified. That was 
perceived to be successful. It was and 
is. Nobody has opposed that program. 
It was three-tenths of a percent only. 

What does that tell us? That tells us 
that this is not a problem among Fed
eral employees. 

I want to say to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, I have told my employ
ees, no drug use. 

Now, I do not use the drug that is 
most dangerous in the workplace, that 
causes more injuries, more deaths, 
more time loss, more economic loss 
than any other of the drugs combined
alcohol. This test will not identify al
cohol abuse. That is not what it is de
signed for, but I will guarantee that on 
this job or any job in the private sec
tor, that is where the cost to our soci
ety is occurring. 

Illegal drugs are a scourge. We want 
to do away with them, but one ought 
not to be lost in the forest because of 
focusing on one tree. 

It has cost us $77,000 to identify each 
one of these folks. Perhaps cost is of no 
object. If it could do away with the 
drug problem without violating the 
Constitution, it might be a wise invest
ment. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the amend-
. ment is unnecessary, as I have said. 
Agencies are now drug testing Federal 
employees under the express authority 
of President Reagan's Executive order 
and laws carefully adopted by the Con
gress which govern this program and 
insure uniformity among agencies and 
protect the accuracy of the testing pro
gram. 

I believe the motives of the gen
tleman from New York are good. He is 
concerned, as every one of us on this 
floor is, with the use of drugs and the 
cost that our society is paying and the 
cost to individuals whose lives are 
being destroyed, whose opportunities 
are being precluded, whose health is 
being undermined by the use of these 
drugs. This policy will not impact upon 
that in any way. 

The court cases upheld the law that 
is now in existence. There is a law in 
existence, because we knew there was a 
drug problem and one has declared vic
tory, unlike declaring victory in the 
Middle East which we have just re
cently done. 

This is a vote, Mr. Chairman, wheth
er you believe we should spend previous 
dollars, but more importantly than 
that, much more importantly than the 
dollars, is the constitutional principle 
and the privacy of our Federal employ-
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ees who have not shown in any way 
that there is any probable cause to be
lieve in any way that there is wide
spread drug abuse or drug use in the 
Federal Government. As a matter of 
fact, the statistics are exactly the op
posite. 

Keep in mind that even these em
ployees, that is, the employees not cov
ered by the plan, can in fact be tested. 
As the gentleman from New York 
knows, if the supervisor has any indi
cation whatsoever, any cause to believe 
that their performance is adversely af
fected by the use of drugs; so those em
ployees are not free. 

Are we trying to make a symbolic 
point? I suggest perhaps we are. If we 
make a symbolic point and the tradeoff 
is the undermining of the Constitution 
of the United States, what a tragic, 
misguided, improper step that would 
be. 

I would ask the Members to oppose 
this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. WALKER, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for obtaining this addi
tional time, and then I will yield to 
him. 

Let me just finish by reading this: In 
National Treasury Employees Union 
versus Von Raab, a Supreme Court 
case, November 1988, decided March 21, 
1989. 

D 1610 
Mr. Chairman, the quote is as fol-

lows: 
We hold that the suspicionless testing of 

employees who apply for promotion to posi
tions directly involving the interdiction of 
illegal drugs, or to positions which require 
the incumbent to carry a firearm, is reason
able. 

So they have upheld reasonable. 
However, they say in another section 
that there needs to be, as I said earlier, 
that nexus between risk and testing. If 
there is no risk, the courts have clearly 
held there is no cause, and this amend
ment says without cause, "We will in
vade one's privacy." And I suggest to 
you that that is in contradiction to the 
fourth amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States and, on that rea
son-not that reason alone-the 
amendment should be rejected in the 
House of the people. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER]. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

The gentleman has made two points 
that I would like to talk to him about. 
First of all, I do not remember, the 
other day when the second amendment 
was under attack, the gentleman com
ing to the floor and defending the Con
stitution. And the other point--

Mr. HOYER. You will recall I said I 
was asleep, and I should be criticized 
for that. I have criticized myself for 
that. And I will be here again when it 
comes up. 

Mr. WALKER. It seems to me we had 
a direct attack the other day on the 
second amendment, and the gentleman 
was certainly not as eloquent at that 
point. The second point I make-and I 
just ask the gentleman-he said a few 
minutes ago that he had told his em
ployees not to use drugs. Does the gen
tleman have a written policy in place 
in accordance with the Speaker's direc
tion? 

Mr. HOYER. Yes. 
Mr. WALKER. I thank the gen

tleman. 
Mr. HOYER. I know the gentleman is 

pleased to hear that. But more impor
tantly than a written policy, let me 
tell you the policy in my office: I feel 
personally very strongly about the use 
of illegal drugs, period. They do not 
need anything in writing from me to 
know how I feel. 

Mr. WALKER. But the gentleman, if 
he would yield--

Mr. HOYER. But I do have a written 
policy, and I am in compliance. 

I think everybody ought to be in 
compliance. I agree with the gen
tleman. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gen
tleman. That is the point I wanted to 
make that he and a few other people 
here on the floor are among the only 
one-fourth of the Members of this 
House who have brought themselves in 
compliance with the policy, which is 
one reason why we are a little cha
grined by some of the folks suggesting 
that we have no need for further poli
cie·s with respect to drug testing. 

Mr. HOYER. I am so pleased to be in 
that position. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time. 

If I could catch the attention of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], 
who speaks eloquently about the un
constitutionality of my amendment, I 
would just like to point out that the 
amendment which is before you now 
was constructed by the American Law 
Division of the Congressional Research 
Service for the sole purpose of with
standing a constitutional challenge. 

Let me just read to him the findings 
of the American Law Division, the 
findings for which the U.S. Supreme 
Court will eventually make their deci
sion, I hope, and I hope it is done soon 
so we do not have to debate this issue 
again for another 10 years. 

Let me just read it to you: 

(1) the illegal sale, possession and use of 
drugs pose a pervasive and substantial threat 
to the social, educational and economic 
health of the United States; 

(2) the impact of drug abuse is reflected in 
the criminal violence that it causes and in 
the disintegration of families, schools, 
neighborhoods, and workplace safety and ef
ficiency; 

(3) the effects of rampant illegal drug traf
ficking are amply illustrated by national 
crime statistics and prosecutions across the 
United States of persons at all economic and 
social levels, including prominent govern
ment leaders; 

I spoke earlier about the fact that 
the people incarcerated in prisons all 
across America today, 70 percent of 
them are there for drug-related crimes. 
Ladies and gentlemen, that is a shame. 

Let me quote for· a moment, and I 
will yield to the gentleman. I believe 
the gentleman in the well who just 
spoke, the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. HOYER], was either him or, if not 
him, others on the floor, back in 1982 
and 1983 who vehemently opposed the 
Solomon amendment which withheld 
Federal aid to young men who refused 
to register for the draft. You all said at 
that time that the Solomon amend
ment was unconstitutional. You know 
what? Three years later, after we 
fought it out in the courts starting in 
Minnesota and finally to the U.S. Su
preme Court, it was overwhelmingly 
upheld as being constitutional. 

I believe this one will, too. 
The gentleman from Maryland spoke 

about the Executive order placed into 
effect by Ronald Reagan back in 1986 
that set forth random drug testing of 
Federal employees. God knows if they 
could have been carried out, we might 
not even have the problem we have 
today. But the GAO report says, and I 
quote, "But the move to implement the 
executive order has been stalled by 
lawsuits and opposition by Federal em
ployee unions producing large dif
ferences among agencies, unfair dif
ferences." The gentleman said further 
that he was asleep at the switch. That 
is not the STENY HOYER that I know. 
He is one of the sharpest men or 
women on this floor. But I just ask 
him, was he asleep at the switch the 
dozens of times that my amendment 
has passed? Was he asleep at the switch 
last year when this House overwhelm
ingly, with only 44 votes against, 
passed my amendment that is now the 
law of the land that says to the States, 
all of the 50 States, that, "If you do not 
enact legislation that suspends the 
drivers licenses of people who are con
victed of drug felonies so they cannot 
use those cars socially to drive from 
the suburbs into the ghettos and buy 
these illegal drugs, that you will lose 2 
percent of your aid," I say to the gen
tleman, was he asleep at the switch 
then? He was not asleep at the switch, 
because everybody supported that bill. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the 

gentleman from Maryland. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

from California for yielding. 
First of all, I think I would be hard 

pressed to make an analogy between 
the licensed one after a conviction and 
the random testing without probable 
cause. But notwithstanding that issue, 
let me ask the gentleman a question. 
he read the causes. I am a lawyer, and 
I do not believe he is. But I think he 
has the suspicion of lawyers. 

Mr. SOLOMON. My constituents are 
glad I am not, too. 

Mr. HOYER. Right. Because the gen
tleman is not a lawyer, the suspicion is 
that if you ask a lawyer a question
you asked me why that amendment 
was written that way-my suspicion is 
it was written that way because the 
gentleman asked to have it written 
that way because that is the policy he 
thinks ought to be adopted. 

He then went to some good lawyers 
and said, "This is what I want done, 
and of course I want it done constitu
tionally." Well, they have given you 
the best argument that is available, I 
believe. I think any good lawyer would 
do the same. I admire them for that. 
That is their job. But the language is 
stated that way because that is what 
the gentleman wants to do. The gen
tleman mentioned a number of serious 
things about drug problems in Amer
ica. I agree with him. 

Let me ask him a question, if I 
might: Does he believe that that justi
fies, therefore, the search without war
rant, without cause of every home in 
America, randomly, not everyone, be
cause you could not do that, but the 
random search and seizure in every 
home in America? I suggest to him it 
clearly would have the effect that he 
says this amendment would have in 
terms of keeping drugs in your home. 
Second, I would suggest to you you 
would probably pick up a lot of drugs. 

On those premises, do you believe we 
ought to have such a corollary? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, let me answer the 
question. As the gentleman knows, my 
answer is, "No," I do not think any
body ought to have the right to go in 
and search people's homes arbitrarily, 
nor do I think they ought to be able to 
go out and just pick a man up on the 
street or a woman up on the street and 
give them a random drug test. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LAGO
MARSINO] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LAGO
MARSINO was allowed to proceed for 3 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield further to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the very reason this 
bill is before the House is to once and 
for all establish that a condition of em
ployment is that anyone working for 
the gentleman from Maryland, STENY 
HOYER, in his office or in my office, 
working for the White House, working 
for any of the 18 departments or agen
cies, that it is a condition of their em
ployment when they come to work for 
the Federal Government, part of their 
duty is to submit to that random drug 
testing. 

Now, we are not asking anybody else; 
we are not asking people at General 
Motors or IBM, although I would hope 
they would take the example that we 
set when my amendment is upheld by 
the court, and it will be. 

Mr. HOYER. Of course they do not 
have the same constitutional problems. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Let me say this to 
the gentleman, and I know and have 
the greatest respect for the gentleman 
from Maryland. I know that he and I 
want to accomplish the same thing. We 
want to do it in different ways. But let 
us have a test case. Let us let the Su
preme Court rule on this once and for 
all, and then we will not have to argue 
it out. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 

D 1620 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I represent, I believe, 
more Government employees than any 
Member of this House. At the same 
time I represent a city of hard-working 
people who are beset with as serious a 
drug crisis as can be found in this 
country. On behalf, therefore, of the 
residents of this, the Capital City, and 
of the large number who are employed 
by the Federal Government, I rise to 
take exception to this bill and ask for 
its defeat. 

Mr. Chairman, I do so for two rea
sons. First, let me indicate the most 
serious problem I have. This bill would 
lead to a misuse and a misallocation of 
Government funds. I respectfully sub
mit, if there is money to be spent in 
the area of drug prevention, or, for 
that matter, drug detection, let it be 
spent where we know it is most needed, 
and I submit, Mr. Chairman, that with
in blocks of this Capitol there are live 
drug markets where that money, the 
money that would be appropriated to 
implement the suggestion of this bill, 
would be put to far greater, far better 
use. 

Mr. Chairman, were I to go out on 
the streets of Washington, DC, today, I 
could round up a crowd who would fol
low me to a drug treatment center. The 
problem is, Mr. Chairman, that there 
are no drug treatment centers that are 
not "full up" in this city. There is a 
crying need for drug treatment, and for 

drug education and for a dozen other 
better uses I could name for this 
money. The $77,000 for each positive 
drug result could create several drug 
treatment centers in the District of Co
lumbia. 

Moreover, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to know more about the 153 who were 
detected. How serious was their drug 
problem? What was the nature of the 
results? What was the kind of job? I am 
raising a question as to whether even 
the detection of these employees or po
tential employees would merit the 
spending of significant amounts of dol
lars when compared with the clear and 
crying need for Federal dollars for drug 
treatment that is simply unavailable. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. NORTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia [Ms. NORTON] for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, my question is on the 
point the gentlewoman is making. 
What difference does it make? They are 
using illegal drugs. Is that not some
thing which in and of itself ought not 
to be countenanced by this society, if 
they are found to be using illegal 
drugs? That is something we ought to 
take action on; is it not? 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I bow to 
no one in my abhorrence to the use of 
drugs. Even a single marijuana ciga
rette I have come to believe is a mis
take because it can lead to where a per
son would not imagine where he or she 
would go. But I have to tell the gen
tleman that in the game we must now 
play, which is money which goes for X 
will be taken from Y, there is no ques
tion in my mind where the money 
should go. If there is any money, it 
should not go to detect people who may 
be smoking cocaine occassionally as 
opposed to money to help take those 
who are addicted off the streets of 
Washington where a crisis has been 
created precisely because there is no 
money for drug treatment. If we are in 
a zero-sum game, then, Mr. Chairman, 
I submit that the money ought to go 
where it is most needed, not where it is 
least needed. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield again? 

Ms. NORTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia [Ms. NORTON] for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to the gentle
woman, "Then you are willing to ac
cept casual use of drugs?" 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I re
peat: Even the use of a single mari
juana cigarette is unacceptable to me. 

However, may I indicate to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER] my concern? If there is a finite 
amount of money, and the gentleman 
knows there is a finite amount of 
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money, and the gentleman knows what 
the caps now require of us, the notion 
that we would appropriate a single dol
lar here, rather than for treatment of 
those on the streets of Washington, DC, 
gives me an easy choice, and I say to 
the gentleman, "Your notion that a 
casual drug user at a cost of $77,000 per 
detection deserves that over those who 
need drug treatment-it is simply no 
contest." 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentlewoman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co
lumbia [Ms. NORTON] has expired. 

(On request of Mr. SOLOMON and by 
unanimous consent, Ms. NORTON was 
allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. NORTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just say to the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia [Ms. 
NORTON], and she also traveled to the 
Persian Gulf with us, and we had a 
chance to see those fine young men and 
women, and I know she is sincere in 
what she is saying. I would just hope, 
when we have legislation on the floor 
later on dealing with a lot of pork, that 
she and others have the same feeling 
about that legislation as she does 
about mine, as far as the priority of 
spending. 

However, Mr. Chairman, to answer 
her question: I think the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia [Ms. 
NORTON] would be pleased to note that 
in my conversations with the drug 
czar, Bill Bennett, before he left his of
fice, and with other people over in his 
department, that many of those people 
that were detected as having used 
drugs did receive rehabilitation. They 
even received education, and many of 
them now have been put back to work. 
They did not even actually lose one 
day of work, and they retested clear. 

That is what we are really looking 
for, is it not? 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON]. 

I would like to ask the Civil Service 
Commission, which I think did this 
study, if they might transmit to us any 
information they might have on the se
riousness of the drug problem of those 
involved, not because I believe that 
any drug problem is not serious, but 
because.. I am making an important 
comparison, I believe, and that is be
tween those who may be casual drug 
users and work every day and those of 
my constituents, who are very large in 
number, who use drugs every day, who 
steal and murder in my city every day, 
and for which there is not one red cent 
extra for drug treatment. 

I say to my colleagues, Mr. Chair
man·, that over and over again we have 

found in the District of Columbia, 
when we open a new drug center, that 
these addicted individuals do indeed 
and in fact come in, and if there is to 
be more money spent, it should be 
spent on them. They prey on us. 

Finally, let me say, as a constitu
tional lawyer, I cannot but indicate 
that I regret that this notion of serial 
amendments that would attach, would 
appear to every agency, vindicates the 
notion of the framers that, when a per
son is demonstrably innocent, there is 
no basis for a search and seizure. 
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The fact is that this is a slippery 
slope. Those who are civil libertarians 
and constitutional lawyers have 
warned us that if we start to test some, 
we will in fact want to test everyone, 
and here we see the nightmare coming 
true. We have started to test some, 
those who indeed are involved in mat
ters of some public safety, and that 
under certain circumstances, I might 
say, seems reasonable. For example, we 
test some if they are driving on public 
conveyances. 

But now what do we have before us? 
Those who would test some tell us now 
that all should be tested, and that is 
precisely what the Constitution of the 
United States and the fourth amend
ment were meant to avoid. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. NORTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman very much for 
yielding. 

I have the privilege and the pleasure 
of serving on the U.S. Drug Commis
sion for Drug-Free Schools, and I have 
been listening to this debate now for 
about an hour or an hour and a half. I 
think the gentlewoman has made the 
key point, and that is medical treat
ment and attention. 

As a matter of fact, my own personal 
recommendation is that if we are going 
to do anything about the drug problem 
in this country, we are not going to do 
it with interdiction, although military 
interdiction may help in a very small 
way; it has got to be done through edu
cation and treatment. Therefore, I 
would recommend to all the Members 
that they read the report we have 
given t-0 the President which rec
ommends that we mandate education 
even as low as in the kindergarten 
Head Start programs. 

So I think the gentlewoman is right 
on target. It is exactly the way we 
ought to be treating the drug problems 
that are within our own borders. The 
military and other interdiction meas
ures will take care of themselves. That 
is where the money ought to be going. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentlewoman for her remarks. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the .gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co
lumbia [Ms. NORTON] has expired. 

(On request of Mr. BERMAN, and by 
unanimous consent, Ms. NORTON was 
allowed to proceed for 30 additional 
seconds.) 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentlewoman will yield, I just want to 
take this opportunity to respond. 
Every issue possible has been raised in 
this discussion. I simply want to state 
for the record and for Members of the 
House that the majority on the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs feels strong
ly, along with our colleagues on the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, that we do not need this 
amendment. The State Department is 
developing its program to establish a 
program along the guidelines estab
lished by court decisions, and I urge 
that the amendment offered by my 
good friend, the gentleman from New. 
York [Mr. SOLOMON], not be accepted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co
lumbia [Ms. NORTON] has again expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Ms. NORTON 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to answer the issue raised by my 
colleague on the other side of the aisle, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON], that he hopes I will be as 
vigorous when he rises on other mat
ters, matters that I believe he called 
pork, that may come before this body. 

Let me say that I have not in fact 
challenged that gentleman that money 
to be spent on drug treatment is more 
important than money spent on any
thing else. I would not presume to set 
priorities for Members of this House. I 
have spoken to the specific category of 
drugs and the use of money to prevent 
or to interdict drugs, and I say once 
again that if there is a finite amount of 
money to be spent in the drug preven
tion and drug treatment area, I believe 
there is no Member of the House who 
would choose to spend it trying to find 
out whether government employees 
who have shown no evidence of taking 
drugs are in fact taking drugs. 

Mr. Chairman, I raise the issue of a 
zero sum game. If there is a zero sum 
game, there is a more important place 
to spend the money than where the 
gentleman desires to do so. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just say that I 
think we have before us a compelling 
constitutional argument. I agree with 
everything that has been said against 
the amendment on the constitutional 
point. I think we also have a compel
ling argument on priori ties, and if we 
are to spend a quarter or a half a bil
lion dollars, we could better spend it in 
other areas to solve the drug problem. 

I would suggest that at the State De
partment we have a very effective pro-
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gram already in place, as the Secretary 
of State has indicated. I believe that 
my friend, the gentleman from New 
York, and my friend, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, are very sincere, 
and obviously the debate today indi
't}ates that reasonable and sincere men 
can differ. 

Let me say to the gentleman from 
New York, "I am sorry, JERRY, I wasn't 
on that trip to Saudi Arabia with you, 
but I will make the next one." But in 
all seriousness, I think we have heard 
all the debate today. I have no prob
lem, Mr. Chairman, in rising to oppose 
strenuously this amendment, and I ask 
my colleagues to do so. 

Mr. Chairman, the Federal Government al
ready drug tests its employees. In 1986, the 
President issued an executive order calling for 
each executive branch agency to establish 
random drug testing for its employees in sen
sitive positions. According to the Office of Na
tional Drug Control Policy, 122 of the 135 Fed
eral agencies subject to drug testing already 
have fully approved drug-free workplace plans. 
Of the agencies with plans in place, 43 are 
conducting drug testing and represent 70 per
cent of the Federal workforce. Only 13 agen
cies, mostly very small boards and commis
sions, do not yet have certified plans. 

Guidelines for the President's drug testing 
program include six different types of drug 
testing programs: First, random and com
prehensive testing of employees in sensitive 
positions; second, applicant testing; third, rea
sonable suspicion testing; fourth, voluntary 
testing; fifth, special condition testing; sixth, 
follow-up testing; and seventh, hardship ex
emptions. 

In fact, the State Department currently has 
a drug testing program for new employees as 
a condition of employment. The Department 
will be implementing a random drug testing 
program for 90 percent of its employees. If the 
Solomon amendment is agreed to, the Depart
ment of State will have to absorb additional 
costs for drug testing under conditions when 
funds are scarce. This could cause the agency 
to eliminate other valuable programs in order 
to provide additional testing. 

The Government has spent $11.7 million 
testing 29,000 employees with less than 1 per
cent of the employees testing positive. Under 
the Solomon amendment, it will cost the Gov
ernment $186 million a year to randomly test 
all employees. It will cost an additional $338 
million per year to test all applicants for Fed
eral jobs. There comes a time when we must 
ask ourselves if this money be used for better 
purposes against the war on drugs. 

lastly, the issue of random drug testing 
should be addressed by the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee, who has jurisdiction 
over Federal employees, and not on the floor 
of the House. This Committee has studied this 
issue for years and is performiing continuing 
oversight on agency drug testing programs. 

The Supreme Court has identified cir
cumstances which drug testing should exist 
and is justifiable. This amendment would 
reignite . litigation that has already been de
cided. 

The Solomon amendment ignores the cur
rent drug testing programs will cost the Amer-

ican taxpayers millions of dollars in testing 
alone, not to say how much it will cost to ad
dress the various court cases that will most 
certainly take place if this amendment is 
passed. The Solomon instead diverts signifi
cant resources from important law-enforce
ment tasks that promise real progress in the 
war on drugs. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against the 
Solomon amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 145, noes 265, 
not voting 20, as follows: 

Allard 
Anderson 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bennett 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Chandler 
Coble 
Combest 
Condit 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Early 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
English 
Fa well 
Fields 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gingrich 
Goss 
Gradison 
Hall (TX) 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Anthony 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 

[Roll No. 93] 

AYES-145 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hubbard 
Hunter 
Hutto 
lnhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Kasich 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Laughlin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrary 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Packard 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Pursell 

NOES-265 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 

Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Riggs 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Schaefer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weldon 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 

Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
Davis 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fetghan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hyde 
Jacobs 
Jenkins 

Annunzio 
Boxer 
Collins (Ml) 
de la Garza 
Ford (TN) 
Gibbons 
Goodling 

Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones(GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Levin <Mn 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen(MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller(CA) 
Miller(WA) 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Payne (NJ) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 

Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Thomas(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torrtcelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING-20 
Hatcher 
Hopkins 
Jefferson 
Lantos 
Lehman(FL) 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
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Mineta 
Moody 
Smith(IA) 
Spratt 
Traxler 
Wylie 

Messrs. PENNY, GILCHREST, GUN
DERSON, WASHINGTON, MORRISON, 
and RINALDO, and Mrs. BYRON 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 
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Mrs. ROUKEMA changed her vote 

from "no" to "aye." 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, during the vote on the Solo
mon amendment, I was inadvertently 
detained due to the fact that I was 
speaking to over 100 constituents of my 
district, who are members of the Na
tional Tenants Association. I missed 
the vote by approximately 30 seconds. 
Had I been present, I would have voted 
"no." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Chairman, during 
the vote on the Berman amendment to 
the Snowe amendments en bloc, I was 
inadvertently delayed. 

If I had been here, I would have voted 
"yes." 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other 
amendments to part D? 

If not, the Clerk will read part E. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

PARTE-INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS 

SEC. 161. CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE INTER
NATIONAL RED CROSS. 

(a) UNITED STATES POLICY.-Section 109 of the 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1986 and 1987 (Public Law 99-93) is 
amended by striking out subsection (b). , 

(b) UNITED STATES CONTRIBUTION.-Section 
742 of the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, 
Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989 (Public Law 100--204) 
is amended by striking out subsection (a). 
SEC. 16!l. REFORM IN BUDGET DECISIONMAKING 

PROCEDURES OF THE UNITED NA· 
TIONS AND ITS SPECIAUZED AGEN
CIBS. 

(a) AsSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS.-For assessed 
contributions authorized to be appropriated by 

• section 102 of this Act, the President may with
hold 20 percent of the funds appropriated for 
the United States assessed contribution to the 
United Nations or to any of its specialized agen
cies for any calendar year if the United Nations 
or any such agency has Jailed to implement or 
to continue to implement consensus-based deci
sionmaking procedures on budgetary matters 
which assure that sufficient attention is paid to 
the views of the United States and other member 
states who are major financial contributors to 
such assessed budgets. 

(b) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.-The President shall 
notify the Congress when a decision is made to 
withhold any share of the United States as
sessed contribution to the United Nations or its 
specialized agencies pu'(suant to subsection (a) 
and shall notify the Congress when the decision 
is made to pay any previously withheld assessed 
contribution. A notification under this sub
section shall include appropriate consultation 
between the President (or his representative) 
and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate. 

(c) CONTRIBUTIONS FOR PRIOR YEARS.-Sub
ject to the availability of appropriations, pay
ment of assessed contributions tor prior years 
may be made to the United Nations or any of its 
specialized agencies notwithstanding subsection 
(a) of this section, section 405 of the Foreign Re
lations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1990 and 
1991 (Public Law 101-246) and section 143 of the 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1986 and 1987 (Public Law 99-93) if such 

49-059 0-95 Vol. 137 (Pt. 8> 25 

payment would further United States interests 
in that organization. 

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than 
February 1 of each year, the President shall 
submit a report to the Congress concerning the 
payment of assessed contributions to the United 
Nations and any of its specialized agencies dur
ing the preceding calendar year. 
SEC. 163. REPORT TO CONGRESS CONCERNING 

UNITED NATIONS SECONDMENT. 
Section 701 of the Foreign Relations Author

ization Act, Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989 (Public 
Law 100--204; 22 U.S.C. 287e note) is amended by 
striking out subsection (b). 
SEC. 164. PERMANENT INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIA· 

TION OF ROAD CONGRESSES. 
The Act of June 18, 1926 (22 U.S.C. 269) is 

amended by striking out "not exceeding $3,000 
per annum" and inserting in lieu thereof "such 
sums as may be necessary tor each fiscal year". 
SEC. 165. INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND 

WATER COMMISSION. 
Section 103 of the Act of September 13, 1950 (22 

U.S.C. 277d-3), is amended by inserting "official 
entertainment and other representation ex
penses within the United States [or the United 
States section;" after "guard purposes;". 
SEC. 168. INTERNATIONAL FISHERIES COMMIS

SIONS ADVANCE PAYMENTS. 
Section 3 of the Department of State Basic 

Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2670) is 
amended-

(1) at the end of subsection (j) by striking 
"and"; 

(2) in subsection (k) by striking the period and 
inserting in lieu thereof"; and"; and 

(3) by adding after subsection (k) the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(l) make payments in advance, of the United 
States share of necessary expenses [or inter
national fisheries commissions, [rom appropria
tions available [or such purpose.". 
SEC. 161. JAPAN-UNITED STATES FRIENDSHIP 

COMMISSION. 
Section 6 of the Japan-United States Friend

ship Act (22 U.S.C. 2905) is amended in para
graph (4) by inserting "or for not more than 50 
percent of administrative expenses in the United 
States" after "Japan". 
SEC. 168. BRITISH-AMERICAN INTERPARLIA

MENTARY GROUP. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND MEETINGS.-Not to 

exceed 24 Members of Congress shall be ap
pointed to meet jointly, and at least annually 
and when the Congress is not in session (except 
that this restriction shall not apply to meetings 
held in the United States), with representatives 
of the House of Commons and the House of 
Lords o[ the Parliament of Great Britain [or dis
cussion of common problems in the interest of 
relations between the United States and Great 
Britain. The Members of Congress so appointed 
shall be referred to as the "United States 
group" o[ the United States Interparliamentary 
Group. 

(b) APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS.-0[ the Mem
bers of Congress appointed [or purposes o[ this 
section-

(1) half shall be appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives [rom among Mem
bers of the House (not less than 4 of whom shall 
be members of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs), and 

(2) half shall be appointed by the President of 
the Senate, upon recommendations of the major
ity and minority leaders of the Senate, [rom 
among Members of the Senate (not less than 4 ot 
whom shall be members of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations). 
Such appointments shall be for the period of 
each meeting of the British-American 
Interparliamentary Group, except [or the 4 mem
bers of the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
the 4 members of the Committee on Foreign Re-

lations, whose appointments shall be tor the du
ration of each Congress. 

(C) CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR.-(1) The Chair or 
Vice Chair ot the House delegation of the Unit
ed States group shall be a member [rom the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

(2) Unless the President of the Senate, upon 
the recommendation of the majority leader, de
termines otherwise, the Chair or Vice Chair of 
the Senate delegation of the United States group 
shall be a Member [rom the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

(d) FUNDING.-There is authorized to be ap
propriated $50,000 [or each fiscal year to assist 
in meeting the expenses of the United States 
group tor each fiscal year for which an appro
priation is made, half of which shall be tor the 
House delegation and half of which shall be [or 
the Senate delegation. The House and Senate 
portions of such appropriations shall be dis
bursed on vouchers to be approved by the Chair 
of the House delegation and the Chair of the 
Senate delegation, respectively. 

(e) CERTIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES.-The 
certificate of the Chair of the House delegation 
or the Senate delegation of the United States 
group shall be final and conclusive upon the ac
counting officers in the auditing of the accounts 
of the United States group. 

(f) ANNUAL REPORT.-The United States group 
shall submit to the Congress a report tor each 
fiscal year for which an appropriation is made 
[or the United States group, which shall include 
its expenditures under such appropriation. 
SEC. 169. UNITED STATES DELEGATION TO THE 

PARLIAMENTARY ASSEMBLY OF THE 
CONFERENCE ON SECURITY AND CO
OPERATION IN EUROPE (CSCE). 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Not to exceed 17 Mem
bers of Congress shall be appointed to meet 
jointly and annually with representative par
liamentary groups [rom other Conference on Se
curity and Cooperation in Europe (hereinafter 
designated as "CSCE") members [or the pur
poses of assessing the implementation of the ob
jectives of the CSCE, discussing subjects ad
dressed during the meetings of the Council of 
Ministers tor Foreign Affairs and the biennial 
Summit of Heads of State or Government, and 
initiating and promoting such measures as may 
further cooperation and security in Europe. 

(b) APPOINTMENT.-
(1) Of the Members of Congress to be ap

pointed [or the purposes of this section (herein
after designated as the "United States 
Group")-

(A) in 1992 and 1993 and every odd numbered 
year thereafter, 9 Members shall be appointed 
by the Speaker of the House [rom Members of 
the House (not less than 4 of whom shall be [rom 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs including the 
Chairman) and 8 Members shall be appointed by 
the President of the Senate upon recommenda
tions of the majority and minority leaders of the 
Senate [rom Members of the Senate (not less 
than 4 of whom shall be [rom the Committee on 
Foreign Relations including the Vice Chair
man); and 

(B) in every even numbered year beginning 
1994, 8 Members shall be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House [rom Members of the 
House (not less than 4 of whom shall be [rom the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs including the Vice 
Chairman) and 9 Members shall be appointed by 
the President ot the Senate upon recommenda
tions of the majority and minority leaders of the 
Senate [rom Members of the Senate (not less 
than 4 of whom shall be [rom the Committee on 
Foreign Relations including the Chairman). 

(2) Appointments under paragraph (1) shall be 
[or the period of each meeting of the Parliamen
tary Assembly of the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe, except [or the 4 
Members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and the 4 Members of the Committee on Foreign 
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Relations whose appointment shall be for the 
duration of each Congress. 

(c) CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN.-
(1) Of the Members of Congress to be ap

pointed tor the purposes of this section-
( A) during the organizational stages of the 

new Parliamentary Assembly of the CSCE in 
1992 and 1993, the Chairman ot the United 
States delegation shall be from the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representatives 
and the Vice Chairman shall be from the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate; 

(B) in 1994, and in every even numbered year 
thereafter, tthe Chairman of the United States 
delegation to the Parliamentary Assembly of the 
CSCE shall be from the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate and the Vice Chairman 
shall be from the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
of the House of Representatives; and 

(C) in 1995 and every odd numbered year 
thereafter the Chairman of the United States 
delegation to the Parliamentary Assembly of the 
CSCE shall be from the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the House of Representatives and the 
Vice Chairman shall be from the Foreign Rela
tions Committee of the Senate. 

(2) In the absence of the Chairman the Vice 
Chairman shall act in his stead. 

(d) SECRETARIES.-Each delegation shall have 
2 secretaries, one of whom shall be appointed by 
the Chairman and one of whom shall be ap
pointed by the Vice Chairman. 

(e) FUND/NG.-
(1) There is authorized to be appropriated for 

each fiscal year tor the annual contribution of 
the United States toward the maintenance of 
the Parliamentary Assembly of the Conference 
on Security and Cooperation in Europe $750,000. 

(2) There is authorized to be appropriated tor 
each fiscal year $80,000 to assist in meeting the 
expenses of the United States Group of the Con
terence on Security and Cooperation in Europe. 
For each fiscal year tor which an appropriation 
is made under this paragraph, half of such ap
propriation may be disbursed on voucher to be 
approved by the Chairman and half of such ap
propriation may be disbursed on voucher to be 
approved by the Vice Chairman. 

(3) Amounts authorized to be appropriated 
under this subsection shall remain available 
until expended. 

(f) ANNUAL REPORT.-The United States 
Group of the Parliamentary Assembly of the 
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Eu
rope shall submit to the Congress a report for 
each fiscal year tor which an appropriation is 
made, including its expenditures under such ap
propriation. The certificate of the Chairman 
and Vice Chairman of the Parliamentary Assem
bly of the Conference on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe shall hereafter be final and con
clusive upon the accounting officers in the au
diting of the accounts of the United States 
Group of the Parliamentary Assembly of the 
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Eu
rope. 
SEC. 170. REPORT CONCERNING THE UNITED NA

TIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC 
AND CULTURAL ORGANIZATION. 

Not later than 60 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of State (in 
consultation with the heads of all appropriate 
bureaus and offices of the Department of State) 
shall prepare and submit to the Congress a re
port on the activities after April 30, 1990 of the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cul
tural Organization. 
SEC. 171. INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-The 
first sentence of section 401(s)(2) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1969 is amended to read as fol
lows: "There are authorized to be appropriated 
$28,800,000 tor fiscal year 1992 and $31,000,000 
tor fiscal year 1993 to carry out this section.". 

(b) BOARD OF DIRECTORS.-
(1) QUALIFICATIONS.-Section 401(g) 0/ the 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1969 is amended by 
adding at the end the following: "All individ
uals appointed to the Board shall possess an 
understanding of, and sensitivity to, community 
development processes. Not more than 5 members 
of the Board may be members of the same politi
cal party.". 

(2) TRANSITION RULE.-The amendment made 
by paragraph (1) shall not affect appointments 
to the Board of the Inter-American Foundation 
before the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(C) PRINCIPAL OFFICE.-Section 401(q) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1969 is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(q) The Foundation shall maintain its prin
cipal office in the metropolitan Washington , 
D.C., area. The Foundation may establish agen
cies, branch offices, or other offices in any place 
or places outside the United States in which the 
Foundation may carry on all or any of its oper
ations and business.". 

(d) EXPENSES FOR MEETINGS AND PRINTING.
Section 401 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969 
is amended by adding at the end the following: 

" (v) Funds made available to the Foundation 
may be used tor the expenses described in sec
tion 1345 of title 31, United States Code (relating 
to travel, transportation, and subsistence ex
penses tor meetings). 

"(w) Funds made available to the Foundation 
may be usea tor printing and binding without 
regard to any other provision of law.". 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that partE be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BEREUTER 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BEREUTER: 

Page 60, after line 12, insert the following: 
SEC. 172. ENHANCED SUPPORT FOR UNITED NA

TIONS PEACEKEEPING 
(a) ACTIONS BY THE SECRETARY GENERAL OF 

THE UNITED NATIONS.-The Secretary of 
State, through the United States Represent
ative to the United Nations, should propose 
to the Secretary General of the United Na
tions that the United Nations should explore 
means, including procedures and organiza
tional initiative, for expediting the imple
mentation of peacekeeping operations au
thorized by the Security Council. 

(b) REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE.
Not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State shall prepare and submit, to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives, a report which 
makes recommendations concerning changes 
in United States law which would permit the 
United States to participate more fully, rap
idly, and completely in peacekeeping oper
ations authorized by the United Nations. 
Such report shall include legislative rec
ommendations to make appropriated funds 
more readily available for peacekeeping pur
poses on an emergency basis. 

Mr. BEREUTER (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

0 1700 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, since 

1948, more than 500,000 soldiers and ci
vilians have been engaged in U.N. 
peacekeeping activities. 

U.N. peacekeepers have been active 
in Lebanon, Cyprus, Namibia, and more 
recently in Iraq and Kuwait. 

In the coming weeks the U.N. peace
keepers will assume duties in Angola 
and in the West Sahara. 

It is also possible that they will 
begin actions in Cambodia and, later 
on down the road, in Afghanistan. 

Most interesting, there is a strong 
likelihood that U.N. peacekeepers will 
be a party of the negotiated settlement 
in El Salvador. Thus, one of the most 
intractable situations in Central Amer
ica may be resolved in part by the pres
ence of U.N. peacekeepers. 

For their activities, U.N. peace
keepers were the recipient of the 1988 
Nobel Peace Prize. It was an award 
that was richly deserved. 

Given the current reduction in inter
national tensions, a new spirit of co
operation has emerged. East and West 
are looking for common solutions to 
common problems. 

This spirit has been reflected by a 
more active role for the United 
Nationa in general, and U.N. peace
keeping activities in particular. 

The peacekeeping potential of the 
United Nations has been vividly dem
onstrated during the Persian Gulf cri
sis. For hundreds of thousands, even 
millions, of refugees, U.N. peace
keepers are the buffer that separates 
them from the remaining armies of 
Saddam Hussein. 

Still, I would suggest that U.N. 
peacekeepers have been underutilized 
as a vehicle for promoting human 
rights and defending humanitarian ac
tivities worldwide. 

But while the Persian Gulf war high
lights the potential role of U.N. peace
keepers, it has also demonstrated the 
limitations that they face. 

It has demonstrated that, in some re
spects, the relevant U.N. agencies are 
not well equipped to respond in a time
ly fashion to unforeseen emergencies, 
and that the institutional arrange
ments are often ad hoc. 

It has demonstrated that the U.N. 
system does not always have the finan
cial resources to support peacekeepers 
in sufficient numbers to perform their 
mission. 

U.N. peacekeeping forces also are 
limited by the sovereign rights of the 
member nations. Recently, U.N. peace
keepers have not been permitted to 
enter Sudan or Liberia, where civil war 
has caused massive social upheaval and 
famine. Although the United Nations 
wished to intervene with peacekeepers, 
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they were not permitted to enter be
cause the respective nations would not 
permit the United Nations to enter. 

My amendment highlights the impor
tance of U.N. peacekeepers, and calls 
upon the administration to work with 
the United Nations to fully exploit the 
potential that U.N. peacekeepers offer. 
It speaks to the establishment of effec
tive institutional mechanisms. 

It also requires a report from the 
Secretary of State that will explore 
more effective metho'ds for the United 
States to participate in U.N. peace
keeping activities. 

In serving the international interest 
of peace, U.N. peacekeepers also serve 
the U.S. interest. We need to support 
them in a more organized fashion. My 
amendment seeks to do just that; 
therefore, I urge my colleagues to sup
port this amendment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Nebraska has proposed a good amend
ment. I support the amendment, and I 
urge the body to adopt the amendment. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratu
late the gentleman for offering this 
amendment. I think it will be very 
helpful and constructive, and I would 
support it and urge its adoption. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. SNOWE. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for supporting 
this amendment, and I thank the chair
man for the assistance of staff and the 
Members on both sides of the aisle. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to partE? 
If not, the Clerk will read part F. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
PART F-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

SEC. 181. TRANSITION FOR REFUGEE SHORTFALL. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-!/ there is a shortfall (as de

fined in subsection (b)) in a refugee class (as de
fined in subsection (c)) tor fiscal year 1991-

(1) the number of such shortfall shall be 
added to the number of refugees determined 
under section 207(a)(2) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act for such class for [tscal year 
1992 tor purposes of limits on the numbers of ref
ugees who are admitted in fiscal year 1992, and 

(2) funds authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal year 1991 tor assistance with respect to 
refugees are authorized to remain available for 
obligation during fiscal year 1992 with respect to 
refugees admitted pursuant to the increase pro
vided under paragraph (1). 

(b) SHORTFALL DEFINED.-ln subsection (a), 
the term "shortfall" means, with respect to a 
refugee class in a fiscal year, the number by 
which-

(1) the number determined for such class by 
the President under subsection (a)(2) of section 
207 of the Immigration and Nationality Act tor 
such fiscal year, exceeds 

(2) the number ot refugees in the refugee class 
admitted under such section during such fiscal 
year. 

(c) REFUGEE CLASS DEFINED.-ln this section, 
the term "refugee class" means, with respect to 
a [tscal year, refugees in a specified region who 
have been determined by the President, under 
section 207(a)(2) of the Immigration and Nation
ality Act with respect to such fiscal year, to be 
of special humanitarian concern to the United 
States. 
SEC. 182. nlAVBL ADVISORY FOR JALISCO, MEX

ICO. 
Section 134 ot the Foreign Relations Author

ization Act, Fiscal Years 1986 and 1987 is re
pealed. 
SEC. 183. THE FOREIGN RELATIONS OF THE UNIT· 

ED STATES HISTORICAL SERIES. 
(a) AMENDMENT TO 1956 ACT.-The State De

partment Basic Authorities Act of 1956 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new title: 

"TITLE IV-FOREIGN RELATIONS OF THE 
UNITED STATES HISTORICAL SERIES 

"SECTION 401. GENERAL AUTHORITY AND CON
TENTS OF PUBUCATION. 

"(a) CHARTER OF THE PUBLICATION.-The De
partment of State shall continue to publish the 
'Foreign Relations of the United States' histori
cal series (hereafter in this title referred to as 
the 'FRUS series'), which shall be a thorough, 
accurate, and reliable documentary record of 
major United States foreign policy decisions and 
significant United States diplomatic activity. 
Volumes of this publication shall include the 
records needed to provide a comprehensive 
record of the major foreign policy decisions and 
actions of the United States Government, to
gether with appropriate materials concerning 
the facts which contributed to the formulation 
of policies, as well as memoranda and other doc
uments providing supporting and alternative 
views to the policy position ultimately adopted. 

"(b) EDITING PRINCIPLES.-The editing of the 
record for preparation of the FRUS series shall 
be guided by the principles of historical objectiv
ity and accuracy. Documentary texts shall not 
be altered and deletions shall not be made with
out indicating in the published text that a dele
tion has been made. Except as subject to the 
provisions of this title, the published record 
shall omit no facts which were of major impor
tance in reaching a decision, and nothing shall 
be omitted for the purpose of concealing a defect 
of policy. 

"(c) DEADLINE FOR PUBLICATION OF DOCU
MENTS.-Volumes in the FRUS series shall be 
published not more than 30 years after the 
events documented. 
"SEC. 402. RESPONSIBIUTY FOR PREPARATION 

OF THE FRUS SERIES. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) The Historian 0[ the 

Department of State shall be responsible for the 
preparation of the FRUS series including the se
lection of records in accordance with the provi
sions of this title. The Advisory Committee on 
Historical Diplomatic Documentation shall re
view records, and shall advise and make rec
ommendations to the Historian concerning all 
aspects of preparation and publication of the 
FRUS series, including, in accordance with the 
procedures contained in section 403, the selec
tion of records for inclusion in volumes of the 
series. 

"(2) Other departments, agencies, and other 
entities of the United States Government shall 
cooperate with the Office of the Historian by 
providing full and complete access to the records 
and other materials pertinent to the record of 
United States foreign policy decisions and ac
tions and by providing copies of selected records 
in accordance with the procedures developed 
under section 403. 

"(b) NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS AD
MINISTRATION.-Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this title, the requirement tor the Na
tional Archives and Records Administration to 
provide access to, and copies of, records and 
other materials to the Department of State for 
the FRUS series shall be governed by chapter 21 
of title 44, United States Code, by any agree
ment concluded between the Department of 
State and the National Archives and Records 
Administration, and, in the case of Presidential 
records, by section 2204 of such title. 
"SEC. 403. PROCEDURES FOR IDENTIFYING DOCU

MENTS FOR THE FRUS SERIES; DB· 
CLASSIFICATION, DELETIONS, REVI
SIONS, AND SUMMARIES. 

"(a) DEVELOPMENT OF PROCEDURES.-Not 
later than October 1, 1991, each department, 
agency, or other entity of the United States 
Government engaged in foreign policy formula
tion, execution, or support shall develop proce
dures for its historical office (or a designated in
dividual in the event that there is no historical 
office)-

"(1) to coordinate with the State Department's 
Office of the Historian in selecting documents 
and other materials for possible inclusion in the 
FRUS series; 

"(2) to permit full access to the original, 
unrevised records by such individuals holding 
appropriate security clearances as have been 
designated by the Secretary of State as liaison 
to that department, agency, or entity, tor pur
poses of this title, and by members of the Advi
sory Committee; and 

"(3) to permit access to specific types of 
records not selected for inclusion in the FRUS 
series by the individuals identified in paragraph 
(2) when requested by the Historian in order to 
confirm that records selected by that depart
ment, agency or entity accurately represent the 
policymaking process reflected in the relevant 
part of the FRUS series. 
Except that, nothing in this section shall require 
the publication and disclosure, or search andre
view, of operational files of the Central Intel
ligence Agency, as determined in accordance 
with section 701 of the National Security Act (50 
u.s.c. 413). 

"(b) DECLASSIFICATION REVIEW.-(1) Records 
selected for inclusion in the FRUS series shall be 
submitted to the respective originating agency 
tor declassification review in accordance with 
that agency's procedures for such review, except 
that such declassification review shall be com
pleted by the originating agency within 180 
days. If the originating agency determines that 
any such record is not declassi[iable, then the 
originating agency shall attempt to make such 
deletions in the text as will make the record 
declassi!iable. 

"(2) If the Advisory Committee determines 
that the meaning of the records proposed tor in
clusion in a volume of the FRUS series would be 
so altered or changed by deletions made under 
paragraph (1), or if the Committee determines as 
a result of inspection of other documents under 
subsection (a)(3) that publication in that condi
tion could be misleading or lead to an inac
curate or incomplete historical record, then the 
Advisory Committee shall so advise the Sec
retary of State and submit recommendations to 
resolve the issue. 

"(3) The Advisory Committee shall have full 
and complete access to the original text of any 
record in which deletions have been made, sub
ject to the requirements of the originating agen
cy pursuant to this section. 

"(4) If a record is deleted in whole or in part 
as a result of review under this subsection then 
a note to that effect shall be inserted at the ap
propriate place in the FRUS volume. 

"(C) NATIONAL SECURITY ]NFORMATION.
Nothing in this section shall be construed as re-
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quiring access to or publication of records in a 
manner that would be inconsistent with the law 
related to the classification of information for 
national security reasons, or with agency proce
dures implemented in accordance with law to 
control access to classified information. 

"(d) PRIVILEGED lNFORMAT/ON.-
"(1) Subject to paragraph (2), nothing in this 

section shall be construed as requiring access to 
or publication of information for which the 
President asserts a claim of special privilege 
under the Constitution or laws of the United 
States. 

"(2) If the President instructs a department, 
agency or entity of the United States to with
hold information based on a claim of privilege

"(A) a note to this ettect shall be made at the 
appropriate place in the FRUS series; and 

"(B) the President shall submit a written re
port to Congress describing the nature of the 
records in question and the justification tor 
withholding them. 
"SEC. 404. RELATIONSHIP TO THE PRIVACY ACT 

AND THE FREEDOM OF INFORMA· 
TIONACT. 

"(a) PRIVACY ACT.-Nothing in this title may 
be construed as requiring the public disclosure 
of records or portions of records protected under 
section 552a of title 5, United States Code (relat
ing to the privacy of personal records). 

"(b) FREEDOM OF iNFORMATION ACT.-(1) Ex
cept as provided in paragraph (2), no record (or 
portion thereof) shall be excluded from publica
tion in the FRUS series solely by virtue of the 
application of section 552(b) of title 5, United 
States Code (relating to the exemption of certain 
matters from freedom of information require
ments), other than section 552(b)(6). 

"(2) Records described in section 222(/) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (relating to 
visa records) shall be excluded from publication 
in the FRUS series. 
"SEC. 405. ADVISORY COMMITTEE. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-(]) There is established 
on a permanent basis the Advisory Committee 
on Historical Diplomatic Documentation tor the 
Department of State. The activities of the Advi
sory Committee shall be coordinated by the Of
fice of the Historian of the Department of State. 

"(2) The Advisory Committee shall be com
posed of 11 members and an executive secretary. 
The Historian shall serve as executive secretary. 

"(3)(A) No more than two members of the Ad
visory Committee shall be employees of the De
partment of State appointed by the Secretary of 
State. Such members shall serve at the pleasure 
of the Secretary. 

"(B) The remaining members of the Advisory 
Committee shall be distinguished historians, po
litical scientists, archivists, and international 
lawyers, appointed by the Secretary of State. In 
appointing members of the Advisory Committee 
under this subparagraph, the Secretary shall 
take into account recommendations made by the 
leading professional societies in these fields, in
cluding the American Historical Association, the 
Organization of American Historians, the Amer
ican Political Science Association, the Society of 
American Archivists, the American Society of 
International Law, and the Society tor Histo
ria.ns of American Foreign Relations. 

"(b) TERMS OF SERVICE FOR APPOINTMENTS.
Each member of the Advisory Committee ap
pointed from the private sector shall be ap
pointed to serve a term of 3 years, except that 
the Secretary of State shall make the initial ap
pointments as follows: 

"(1) Three members shall be appointed to 
serve tor terms of 1 year. 

"(2) Three members shall be appointed to 
serve tor terms of 2 years. 

"(3) Three members shall be appointed to 
serve tor terms of 3 years. 
Any vacancy in the membership of Advisory 
Committee shall be filled in the same manner as 

the original appointment and an individual ap
pointed to fill a vacancy shall be appointed to 
serve for the remainder of the term. A member 
may be reappointed upon expiration of his or 
her term. 

"(c) SELECTION OF CHAIRPERSON.-The Advi
sory Committee shall select its chairperson from 
among its members. 

"(d) MEETINGS.-Meetings of the Advisory 
Committee shall be held at least quarterly or 
otherwise as frequently as may be necessary to 
carry out its duties. 

"(e) SECURITY CLEARANCES.-All members of 
the Advisory Committee shall be granted the 
necessary security clearances, subject to the 
standard procedures tor granting such clear
ances. 

"(f) COMPENSAT/ON.-(1) Members of the Advi
sory Committee-

"( A) except as provided in paragraph (2), 
shall each receive compensation at a rate of not 
to exceed the daily equivalent of the annual 
rate of basic pay payable tor grade GS-18 of the 
General Schedule under section 5332 of title 5, 
United States Code, tor each day such member is 
engaged in the actual performance of the duties 
of the Advisory Committee; and 

"(B) shall be allowed travel expenses, includ
ing per diem in lieu of subsistence at rates au
thorized tor employees of agencies under sub
chapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, United States 
Code, while away from their homes or regular 
places of business in the performance of services 
tor the Advisory Committee. 

"(2) Any member of the Advisory Committee 
who is an officer or employee of the United 
States shall not be paid compensation tor serv
ices P,ertormed as a member of the Advisory 
Committee. 

"(3) The Secretary of State is authorized to 
provide tor necessary secretarial and staff as
sistance for the Advisory Committee. 

"(4) The Federal Advisory Committee Act 
shall not apply to the Advisory Committee to the 
extent that the provisions of this title are incon
sistent therewith. 
"SEC. 406. DEFINITIONS. 

"For purposes of this title-
"(1) the term 'Advisory Committee' means the 

Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic 
Documentation; 

"(2) the term 'Historian' means the Historian 
of the Department of State or any successor offi
cer of the Department of State responsible tor 
carrying out the functions of the Office of the 
Historian of the Department of State, as in ef
fect on the date of enactment of this title; 

"(3) the term 'originating agency' means, with 
respect to a record, the department, agency, or 
entity of the United States (or any officer or em
ployee thereof acting in his official capacity) 
that publishes, issues, or otherwise prepares 
that record; and 

"(4) the term 'record' includes any written 
material (including any document, memoran
dum, correspondence, statistical data, book, or 
other papers), map, photograph, machine read
able material, or other documentary material, 
regardless of physical form or characteristics, 
made or received by an agency of the United 
States Government under Federal law or in con
nection with the transaction of public business 
and preserved or appropriate for preservation by 
that agency or its legitimate successor as evi
dence of the organization, functions, policies, 
decisions, procedures, operations, or other ac
tivities of the Government or because of the in
formational value in them, and such term does 
not include library or museum material made or 
acquired and preserved solely tor reference or 
exhibition purposes, any extra copy of a docu
ment preserved only tor convenience or ref
erence, or any stocks of publications or of proc
essed documents.". 

(b) DECLASSIFICATION OF STATE DEPARTMENT 
DOCUMENTS.-

(1) Not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment ot this Act, the Secretary of State 
shall prepare and submit a written report to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate on the extent to which 
each classified document prepared by the De
partment of State (or any officer or employee 
thereof acting in his official capacity) will be re
viewed tor declassification not later than 30 
years after the document was prepared. 

(2) If the report required under paragraph (1) 
indicates that not all classified documents pre
pared by the Department of State will be re
viewed for declassification within 30 years after 
preparation, the Secretary shall submit a plan 
to achieve this objective. 

(c) PREVIOUS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON HIS
TORICAL DIPLOMATIC DOCUMENTATION.-The 
Advisory Committee on Historical Documenta
tion of the Department ot State established be
fore the date ot the enactment of this Act shall 
terminate on such date. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.-ln order to come into 
compliance with section 401(c) of the State De
partment Basic Authorities Act of 1956, as added 
by this section, the Secretary of State shall en
sure that, by the end of the 3-year period begin
ning on the date of the enactment of this Act, 
all volumes of the FRUS series tor the years that 
are more than 30 years before the end of that 3-
year period have been published. 
SEC. 184. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NAIROBI 

FORWARD-LOOKING STRATEGIES 
FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF WOMEN. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of the 
Congress that the Secretary of State should sub
mit to the United Nations Secretary General by 
the 1995 deadline the report on the United 
States implementation of the Nairobi Forward
Looking Strategies tor the Advancement of 
Women (Nairobi Strategies), as adopted by the 
40th session of the United Nations General As
sembly in Resolution 40!108 on December 13, 
1985. 

(b) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.-
(1) Two years after the date of the enactment 

of this Act, the Secretary of State shall submit 
to the Congress a report on the progress of the 
United States implementation ot the Nairobi 
Strategies. 

(2) Not later than 90 days prior to the 1995 
deadline referred to in subsection (a), the Sec
retary of State shall submit to the Congress a 
preliminary version of the final report to be sub
mitted to the Secretary General of the United 
Nations. 
SEC. 185. DENIAL OF VISAS TO U.S. CITIZENS. 

(a) lNVESTIGATION.-Not later than 30 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of State shall initiate an investigation 
of the policies and practices of foreign govern
ments which deny visas to United States citizens 
with valid United States passports solely be
cause the passport is endorsed with proof of 
travel to another country. 

(b) UNITED STATES ACT/ONS.-The Secretary 
of State shall immediately take steps to protest 
recent cases of the policies and practices de
scribed in subsection (a) and shall seek to obtain 
assurances from such foreign governments that 
those policies and practices will be changed. 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall submit a report to the Con
gress concerning the investigation under sub
section (a) and steps taken under subsection (b). 
SEC. 186. STUDY OF TECHNICAL SECURITY AND 

COUNTERINTEILIGENCE CAPABIU· 
TIES. 

(a) STUDY BY INSPECTOR GENERAL.-Not later 
than 30 days after the date of enactment of this 
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Act, the /nspectot General of the Department of 
State shall initiate, with the cooperation of 
other appropriate Federal agencies, a study of 
the overseas technical security and counterintel
ligence capabilities and practices of the Depart
ment of State. The study shall be completed not 
later than one year after the date of enactment. 

(b) CONTENT.-The study shall evaluate-
(1) the overseas technical security and coun

terintelligence capabilities of the Department of 
State since the enactment of the Omnibus Diplo
matic Security and Antiterrorism Act of 1986; 

(2) the level of the State Department's capa
bilities in technical security and counterintel
ligence relative to the technical and human in
telligence threats identified by other appropriate 
Federal agencies; and 

(3) whether the Department of State is the 
most appropriate Federal agency to carry out 
overseas technical security and counterintel
ligence [unctions. 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than 400 
days after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Inspector General of the Department of 
State shall prepare and submit, with the co
operation of other appropriate Federal agencies, 
a written report of the findings of such study to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on For
eign Relations of the Senate. The Inspector Gen
eral may submit such report in classified form. 
SBC. 181. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE STUDY 

OF THB FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 
ORGANIZATION. 

(a) STUDY OF FAO.-The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall conduct a study of the 
operations of the Food and Agriculture Organi
zation (FAO), with particular emphasis on the 
Technical Cooperation Program. Such study 
shall evaluate-

(1) the programs and operations of the Food 
and Agriculture Organization; 

(2) the effectiveness of the Food and Agri
culture Organization in fulfilling its goals; 

(3) the management structure of the Food and 
Agriculture Organization; 

( 4) the correspondence between the United 
States Government and the Food and Agri
culture organization regarding reform of FAD's 
management and budget. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than one 
year after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall prepare and submit a report of the find
ings of such study to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate. 
SEC. 188. REPORTS CONCBRNING ISRAEL. 

(a) REPORTS ON PROGRESS CONCERNING /S
RAEL.-Not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, and every 180 days 
thereafter, the Secretary of State shall prepare 
and submit a report to the Congress concerning 
progress in the following areas: 

(1) Rescission of United Nations General As
sembly Resolution 3379, which maintains that 
Zionism constitutes a form of racism. 

(2) Rescission by the United Nations Security 
Council of Resolution 487, which condemned Is
rael for the destruction of the Osiraq nuclear re
actor. 

(3) Recognition of the State of Israel, includ
ing the establishment or resumption of diplo
matic relations with Israel, by every member of 
the United Nations General Assemb!y. 

(b) REPORT CONCERNING THE RECOGNITION OF 
ISRAEL BY ARAB NATIONS.-Not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of State shall prepare and submit 
a report to the Congress concerning-

(1) the extent to which any Arab nation which 
has refused to recognize Israel and has main
tained a state of belligerency with Israel has 
taken steps to end the economic boycott against 

Israel, end the state of belligerency with Israel, 
or enter into direct negotiations with Israel to 
achieve these objectives; and 

(2) the means utilized by the United States to 
influence and encourage the Arab states which 
were allied with the United States in the Per
sian Gulf War to achieve the objectives under 
paragraph (1). 
SEC. 189. SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCBRNING 

SEXUAL HARASSMENT AT THB DE
PARTMENT OF STATE. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the fol
lowing findings: 

(1) In June 1988, the United States Merit Sys
tems Protection Board issued a report entitled 
"Sexual Harassment in the Federal Government: 
An Update". That report identified the State 
Department (including the United States Infor
mation Agency and the United States Agency 
for International Development) as having the 
highest rate of incidence of sexual harassment 
of women of any agency in the Federal Govern
ment. 

(2) To provide more detailed information on 
sexual harassment of women at the Department 
of State and United States Information Agency, 
the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1990 and 1991 directed the two agencies to 
contract out with private organizations with ex
pertise in personnel systems and problems no 
later than 90 days after enactment of that Act 
to conduct detailed studies of sexual harassment 
problems at their respective agencies. The pri
vate organizations were required to complete 
their studies and to report to Congress within 
one year after enactment. 

(3) The United States Information Agency en
tered in a contract with a private organization 
to begin its study even before enactment of the 
Act, and submitted a detailed report to Congress 
within the mandated deadline. That report 
found that the incidence of sexual harassment 
of women at the United States Information 
Agency was not significantly greater than the 
average tor other agencies of the Federal Gov
ernment as identified by the United States Merit 
Systems Protection Board. In response to the re
port, the United States Information Agency has 
instituted programs to help prevent incidents of 
sexual harassment and to respond to incidents 
that do occur, and the Agency has planned pe
riod follow up studies to monitor improvement. 

(4) The Department ot State tailed to enter 
into a contract with a private organization to 
begin its study until 8 months after enactment 
of the Act, which was 5 months after the dead
line required by law. The delay ensured that the 
private organization selected to conduct the 
study would be unable to meet the legislatively 
mandated deadline tor submission of its report. 
This delay also ensured that the Congress would 
be unable to consider tor inclusion in the For
eign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 
1992 and 1993 any recommendations tor legisla
tive changes that might be contained in the re
port. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 
Congress that the Department of State has been 
negligent in carrying out section 155 of the For
eign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 
1990 and 1991, "Study of Sexual Harassment at 
the Department of State". 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Inspector 
General of the Department of State shall report 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate on the reasons 
tor the Department's negligence in adhering to 
deadlines required by law in implementing sec
tion 155 of the Foreign Relations Authorization 
Act, Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991, and what steps, 
if any, the Department has taken to prevent 
such a failure trom recurring. 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that part F be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer four amendments, and I ask unan
imous consent that my four amend
ments be considered en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re

port the amendments. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: At 

the end of title I, insert the following new 
section: 

SEC. -. BUY-AMERICAN REQUIREMENT.-(!) 
The Secretary shall award to a domestic 
firm a contract for the purchase of goods 
that, under the use of competitive proce
dures, would be awarded to a foreign firm, 
if-

(A) the final product of the domestic firm 
will be completely assembled in the United 
States; 

(B) when completely assembled, more than 
51 percent of the final product of the domes
tic firm will be domestically produced; and 

(C) the difference between the bids submit
ted by the foreign and domestic firms is not 
more than 6 percent. 

(2) This subsection shall not apply to the 
extent to which-

(A) in the opinion of the Secretary, after 
taking into consideration international obli
gations and trade relations, such applicabil
ity would not be in the public interest; 

(B) in the opinon of the Secretary, after 
consultation with the Secretary of Defense, 
compelling national security considerations 
require otherwise; or 

(C) the President determines that such an 
award would be in violation of the General 
Agreements on Tariffs and Trade or an inter
national agreement to which the United 
States is a party. 

(3) This subsection shall apply only to con
tract made for which-

(A) amounts are authorized by this title to 
be made available; and 

Page -, after line -, insert the following 
new subsection: 

SEC. RESTRICTIONS ON CONTRACT 
AWARDS.-No contract or subcontract made 
with funds authorized under this title may 
be awarded for the procurement of an article, 
material, or supply produced or manufac
tured in a foreign country whose government 
unfairly maintains in government procure
ment a significant and persistent pattern or 
practice of discrimination against United 
States products or services which results in 
identifiable harm to United States busi
nesses, as identified by the President pursu
ant to (g)(l)(A) of section 305 of the Trade 
Agreements Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 
2515(g)(l)(a)) except such restriction shall 
only be applied consistent with actions 
taken thereunder, 

Page -, after line -, insert the following 
new sections: 

SEC. -. PROHIBITION AGAINST FRAUDULENT 
USE OF "MADE IN AMERICA" LABELS.-If it 
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has been finally determined by a court or 
Federal agency that any person inten
tionally affixed a label bearing a "Made in 
America" inscription, or any inscription 
with the same meaning, to any product sold 
in or shipped to the United States that is not 
made in the United States, that person shall 
be ineligible to receive any contract or sub
contract from the Department of State, pur
suant to the debarment, suspension, and in
eligibility procedures in subpart 9.4 of chap
ter 1 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations. 

Page -, after line -, insert the following 
new section: 

Sec. -. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS. 
It is the sense of the Congress that any 

American firm that receives contracts 
persuant to this Act employs U.S. workers to 
carry out such contract. 

Sec. -. NOTICE. 
The Secretary of State shall provide proce

dures to inform such recipients of the Sense 
of the Congress under the above section. 

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendments be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, 

these are my Buy American amend
ments. 

Basically they say that American 
companies get a competitive advantage 
when bidding on contracts to be award
ed underneath the Secretary of State. 

Second, it restricts awards to any 
companies from countries who practice 
illegal trade against America as cited 
by our President. Third, it takes action 
for anybody who gets an award, a con
tract, subject to this amendment that, 
in fact, affixes a false label. 

Finally, it encourages the State De
partment when they do make awards 
that the companies who get those 
awards hire U.S. workers. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I accept the amend
ments, and I urge the body to adopt the 
gentleman's amendments. 

I am particularly enthusiastic about 
the false labeling amendment and will 
work with him very closely on these is
sues as we move ahead. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I am happy to 
yield to the gentlewoman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I will tell 
the gentleman that I am certainly in 
support of these amendments, because 
I do think that they are important. I 
have supported the gentleman in the 
past in the Buy American provisions. I 
think he makes an important point 
when it comes to the restrictions that 
ought to be placed on contract awards, 
because we ought to make sure that 

the Government is purchasing Amer
ican goods. Also, on the Buy America 
label, the fact that they are falsely la
beling by placing Made in America la
bels is an excellent point, and I appre
ciate the fact that the gentleman has 
raised all four of these issues with re
spect to Buy America provisions and 
also is protecting American workers in 
export of American goods to other 
countries who do not place barriers to 
American goods and services. 

I thank the gentleman for those 
amendments. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I really appreciate 
the gentlewoman's support. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendments offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to part F? 
If not, the Clerk will read part A of 

title II. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE II-UNITED STATES INFORMA
TIONAL, EDUCATIONAL, AND CULTURAL 
PROGRAMS 
PART A-UNITED STATES INFORMATION 

AGENCY 
SEC. JOl. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

The following amounts are authorized to be 
appropriated for the United States Information 
Agency (other than for the Voice of America) to 
carry out international information, edu
cational, cultural, and exchange programs 
under the United States Information and Edu
cational Exchange Act of 1948, the Mutual Edu
cational and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961, Re
organization Plan Number 2 of 1977, and other 
purposes authorized by law: 

(1) SALARIES AND EXPENSES.-For "Salaries 
and Expenses", $424,399,000 for the fiscal year 
1992. 

(2) OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL.-For 
"Office of the Inspector General", $4,206,000 tor 
the fiscal year 1992. 

(3) NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOCRACY.
For "National Endowment tor Democracy", 
$25,000,000 for the fiscal year 1992. 

(4) CENTER FOR CULTURAL AND TECHNICAL 
INTERCHANGE BETWEEN EAST AND WEST.-For 
"Center for Cultural and Technical Interchange 
between East and West", $23,000,000 for the fis
cal year 1992. 
SEC. JOJ. REPROGRAMMING OF FUNDS. 

Section 705(a)(7) of the United States Informa
tion and Educational Exchange Act of 1948 (22 
U.S.C. 1477c(a)(7)) is amended by striking out 
"$250,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
''$500,000''. 
SEC. J03. AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY. 

Paragraph (3) of section 801 of the United 
States Information and Educational Exchange 
Act of 1948 (22 U.S.C. 1471) is amended by in
serting "and television" after "radio". 
SEC. J04. BASIC AUTHORITY. 

Section 804 of the United States Information 
and Educational Exchange Act of 1948 (22 
U.S.C. 1474) is amended-

(1) by deleting "and" at the end of paragraph 
(19); 

(2) by striking out the period at the end of 
paragraph (20) and inserting in lieu thereof a 
semicolon; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraphs: 

"(21) incur expenses authorized by the For
eign Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 3901 et seq.); 

"(22) furnish living quarters as authorized by 
section 5912 of title 5, United States Code; and 

"(23) provide allowances as authorized by sec
tions 5921 through 5928 of title 5, United States 
Code.". 
SEC. J06. PAYMENT OF CERTAIN EXPENSES FOR 

PARTICIPANTS. 
Paragraph (9) of section 804 of the United 

States Information and Educational Exchange 
Act of 1948 (22 U.S.C. 1474) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(9) pay to or tor individuals, not United 
States Government employees, participating in 
activities conducted under this Act, the costs of 
emergency medical expenses, preparation and 
transport to their former homes of the remains 
of such participants or their dependents who die 
while away from their homes during such par
ticipation, and health and accident insurance 
premiums tor participants or health and acci
dent benefits for participants by means of a pro
gram of self-insurance;". 
SEC. J06. USIA POSTS AND PERSONNEL OVER

SEAS. 
(a) USIA POSTS AND PERSONNEL OVERSEAS.

The United States Information and Educational 
Exchange Act of 1948 is amended by adding 
after section 811 the following: 

"USIA POSTS AND PERSONNEL OVERSEAS 
"SEC. 812. (a) LIMITATION.-Except as pro

vided under this section no funds authorized to 
be appropriated to the United States Informa
tion Agency may be used to pay any expense as
sociated with the closing of any United States 
Information Agency post abroad. 

"(b) NOTIFICATION.-Not less than 45 days be
fore the closing of any United States Informa
tion Agency post abroad the Director of the 
United States Information Agency shall notify 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on For
eign Relations of the Senate. 

"(c) EXCEPTIONS.-This section shall not 
apply to any United States Information Agency 
post closed-

"(1) because of a break or downgrading of 
diplomatic relations between the United States 
and the country in which the post is located; 

"(2) where there is a real and present threat 
to United States diplomats in the city where the 
post is located and where a travel advisory 
warning against travel by United States citizens 
to the city has been issued by the Department of 
State.". 

(b) REDUCTIONS IN AMERICAN EMPLOYEES.
Reductions may not be made in the number of 
positions filled by American employees of the 
United States Information Agency stationed 
abroad until the number of such employees is 
the same percentage of the total number of 
American employees of the Agency as the num
ber of American employees of the Agency sta
tioned abroad in 1981 was to the total number of 
American employees at the Agency at the same 
time in 1981. 

(c) REPEAL.-Section 204 of the Foreign Rela
tions Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1988 and 
1989 (22 U.S.C. 1461 note) is repealed. 
SEC. J07. IMPLEMENTATION OF BEIRUT AGREE

MENT. 
The first section of the joint resolution enti

tled "Joint resolution to give effect to the Agree
ment tor facilitating the International Circula
tion of Visual and Auditory Materials of an 
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Character, 
approved at Beirut in 1948", approved October 
8, 1966 (19 U.S.C. 2051), is amended by adding at 
the end the following: "In carrying out this sec
tion, such Federal agency or agencies may not 
consider visual or auditory material to fail to 
qualify as being of international educational 
character-

"(]) because it advocates a particular position 
or viewpoint, whether or not it presents or ac
knowledges opposing viewpoints; 

"(2) because it might lend itself to misinter
pretation, or to misrepresentation of the United 
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States or other countries, or their people or in
stitutions; 

"(3) because it is not representative, authen
tic, or accurate fJ! does not represent the current 
state of tactual knowledge of a subject or aspect 
of a subject unless the material contains wide
spread and gross misstatements of fact; 

"(4) because it does not augment international 
understanding and goodwill, unless its primary 
purpose or effect is not to instruct or inform 
through the development of a subject or an as
pect of a subject, and its content is not such as 
to maintain, increase, or diffuse knowledge; or 

"(5) because in the opinion of the agency the 
material is propaganda. 
"Such federal agency or agencies may not label 
as propaganda any material that receives a cer
tificate of international educational character 
under this section and the Agreement.". 
SEC. ~08. SPECIAL IMMIGRANT STATUS FOR CER· 

TAIN USIA EMPLOYEES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 101(a)(27) of the Im

migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(27)) as amended by section 153(a) of the 
Immigration Act of 1990, is amended-

(1) by striking "or" at the end of subpara
graph (I), 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub
paragraph (J) and inserting "; or", and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(K)(i) an immigrant who is coming to the 
United States to perform service tor the United 
States Information Agency and with respect to 
whom the Director of such Agency certifies that 
(I) the immigrant possesses language and other 
skills essential to the accomplishment of the 
Agency's broadcasting activities, and (11) the 
Agency is unable to find equally qualified work
ers in the United States, and (ii) the spouse or 
child of such an immigrant if accompanying or 
following to join the immigrant.". 

(b) NUMERICAL L1MITATION.-Section 203(b)(4) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 . 
U.S.C. 1153(b)(4)), as amended by section 121(a) 
of the Immigration Act of 1990, is amended by 
inserting before the period at the end the follow
ing: "and of which not more than 75 shall be 
available in fiscal year 1992 and not more than 
25 shall be available in any subsequent fiscal 
year to special immigrants described in section 
101(a)(27)(K)(i)". 

(C) PETITIONING PROCESS.-Section 
204(a)(1)(E) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, as amended by section 162(b)(l) of the Im
migration Act of 1990, is amended-

(1) in clause (i), by inserting "or 
101(a)(27)(K)" after "101(a)(27)(D)", and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

"(iii) In the case of an alien seeking classi
fication as a special immigrant described in sec
tion 101(a)(27)(K), the Attorney General shall 
approve such a classification upon receipt of a 
certification described in such section issued by 
the Director of the United States Information 
Agency if the alien is otherwise admissible.". 

(d) USIA BASIC AUTHORITIES.-Section 804(1) 
of the United States Information and Edu
cational Exchange Act of 1948 (22 U.S.C. 
1474(1)) is amended by inserting "or as immi
grants under section 101(a)(27)(K) of that Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(27)(K))" after "(8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(15))". 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect on October 1, 
1991. 
SEC. 209. CENTER FOR CULTURAL AND TECH· 

NICAL INTERCHANGE BETWEEN 
NORTH AND SOUTH. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This section may be cited 
as the "North/South Center Act of 1991 ". 

(b) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this section is 
to promote better relations between the United 

States and the nations of Latin America and the 
Caribbean and Canada through cooperative 
study, training, and research, by supporting in 
Florida a Center for Cultural and Technical 
Interchange Between North and South where 
scholars and students in various fields from the 
nations of the hemisphere may study, give and 
receive training, exchange ideas and views, and 
conduct other activities consistent with the ob
jectives of the Mutual Educational and Cultural 
Exchange Act of 1961 and other Acts promoting 
international, educational, cultural, scientific, 
and related activities of the United States. 

(c) NORTH/SOUTH CENTER.-In order to carry 
out the purpose of this section, the Director of 
the United States Information Agency shall pro
vide tor the operation in Florida of an edu
cational institution known as the North/South 
Center, through arrangements with public, edu
cational, or other nonprofit institutions. 

(c) AUTHORITIES.-The Director of the United 
States Information Agency, in carrying out this 
section, may utilize the authorities of the Mu
tual Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of 
1961. Section 704(b) of the Mutual Security Act 
of 1960 (22 U.S.C. 2056(b)) shall apply in the ad
ministration of this section. In order to carry 
out the purposes of this section, the North/South 
Center is authorized to use funds made avail
able under this section to acquire property and 
facilities, by construction, lease, or purchase. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$10,000,000 tor each fiscal year to carry out this 
section. Amounts appropriated under this sec
tion are authorized to be made available until 
expended. 

(e) REPEAL.-Effective October 1, 1991, the 
section enacted by the third proviso under the 
heading "EDUCATION AND HUMAN RESOURCES DE
VELOPMENT, DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE" in the 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, andRe
lated Programs Appropriations Act, 1991, is re
pealed. 
SEC. 210. SOVIET-EASTERN EUROPEAN RESEARCH 

AND TRAINING. 
Section 810 of the Soviet-Eastern European 

Research and Training Act of 1983 (22 U.S.C. 
4509) is repealed. 
SEC. 211. CLAUDE AND MILDRED PEPPER SCHOL

ARSHIP PROGRAM. 
(a) PURPOSE.-lt is the purpose of this section 

to provide Federal financial assistance to facili
tate a program to enable high school and college 
students from emerging democracies, who are 
visiting the United States, to spend from one to 
two weeks in Washington, District of Columbia, 
observing and studying the workings and oper
ations of the democratic form of government of 
the United States. 

(b) GRANTS.-The Director of the United 
States Information Agency is authorized to 
make grants to the Claude and Mildred Pepper 
Scholarship Program of the Washington Work
shops Foundation to carry out the purpose spec
ified in subsection (a). 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIAT/ONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$1,000,000 tor fiscal year 1992 to carry out this 
section. 
SEC. 212. PROGRAM REVIEW OF NED. 

(a) ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO
PRIATIONS.-In addition to amounts authorized 
to be appropriated under section 201(3), after 
the submission of the report under subsection 
(b), there are authorized to be appropriated tor 
fiscal year 1992 for the National Endowment tor 
Democracy $5,000,000. 

(b) REPORT REQUIREMENT.-The National En
dowment for Democracy shall submit to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate a comprehensive report 
concerning the actions of the National Endow-

ment tor Democracy and certain grantees (the 
Free Trade Union Institute, the Center tor 
International Private Enterprise, the Repub
lican Institute tor International Affairs, and the 
Democratic Institute tor International Affairs) 
in response to the recommendations of the Gen
eral Accounting Office report of March 1991, 
Promoting Democracy: National Endowment tor 
Democracy's Management of Grants Needs Im
provement. 

(c) GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE REPORT.
Not more than 90 days after the submission of 
the report under subsection (b), the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall prepare and 
submit to the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Foreign Relations of the Senate an evalua
tion of the actions of the National Endowment 
for Democracy and certain grantees in response 
to the General Accounting Office report of 
March 1991. 
SEC. 213. USIA GRANTS. 

(a) COMPETITIVE GRANT PROCEDURES.-Except 
as provided in subsection (b), the United States 
Information Agency shall establish a goal of 
achieving full and open competition in the 
award of grants. The agency shall establish a 
timetable tor achieving such goal and tor each 
fiscal year shall increase the percentage of 
grants which are awarded under competitive 
procedures. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.-The United States Informa
tion Agency may award a grant under proce
dures other than competitive procedures when

(1) a statute expressly authorizes or requires 
that the grant be made with a specified entity; 
or 

(2) the terms of an international agreement or 
treaty between the United States Government 
and a foreign government or international orga
nization have the effect of requiring the use of 
procedures other than competitive procedures. 

(c) COMPLIANCE.-
(1) After October 1, 1991, grants awarded by 

the United States Information Agency shall sub
stantially comply with United States Informa
tion Agency grant guidelines and applicable cir
culars of the Office of Management and Budget. 

(2) If the Agency determines that a grantee 
has not satisfied the requirement of paragraph 
(1), the United States Information Agency shall 
notify the grantee of the suspension of pay
ments under a grant unless compliance is 
achieved within 90 days of such notice. 

(3) The Agency shall suspend payments under 
any grant which remains in noncompliance 90 
days after notification under paragraph (2). 

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Director of the United States Information 
Agency shall submit a detailed report to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives on Agency compliance 
with each recommendation relating to United 
States Information Agency grant procedures in 
the October 30, 1990, semiannual report to Con
gress of the Inspector General of the United 
States Information Agency. 
SEC. 214. DISTRIBUTION WITHIN THE UNITED 

STATES OF UNITED STATES INFOR
MATION AGENCY PHOTOGRAPHIC 
WORKS OF RICHARD SAUNDERS. 

(a) DISTRIBUTION TO THE SCHOMBURG CENTER 
FOR BLACK STUDJES.-Notwithstanding section 
208 of the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, 
Fiscal Years 1986 and 1987 (22 U.S.C. 1461-1(a)) 
and the second sentence of section 501 of the 
United States Information and Educational Ex
change Act of 1948 (22 U.S.C. 1461)-

(1) the Director of the United States Informa
tion Agency shall make available to the 
Schomburg Center tor Black Studies, New York, 
New York, master copies of the United States 
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Information Agency photographic works of 
Richard Saunders, a former employee of the 
United States Infonnation Agency; and 

(2) the Schomburg Center for Black Studies, 
New York, New York, shall reimburse the Direc
tor of the United States Intonnation Agency for 
any expenses of the Agency in making such 
master copies. 

(b) REIMBURSEMENT.-Any reimbursement to 
the Director pursuant to this section shall be 
credited to the applicable appropriation of the 
United States Information Agency. 
SEC. ~15. ISRABLI ARAB SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Subject to the availabil
ity of funds under subsection (d), there is estab
lished in the United States Information Agency 
a fund to be known as the Israeli Arab Scholar
ship Fund (hereinafter in this Act referred to as 
the "fund"). The income from the fund shall be 
used for a program of scholarships tor Israeli 
Arabs to attend institutions of higher education 
in the United States to be known as the Israeli 
Arab Scholarship Program (hereinafter in the 
section referred to as the "program"). The fund 
and the program shall be administered by the 
United States Information Agency in accord
ance with this section and the Mutual Edu
cational and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961. 
The fund may accept contributions and gifts 
from public and private sources. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION OF THE FUND.-It shall be 
the duty of the Director of the United States In
fonnation Agency to invest in full amounts 
made available to the fund. Such investments 
may be made only in interest-bearing obligations 
of the United States or in obligations guaran
teed as to both principal and interest by the 
United States. The interest on, and the proceeds 
from the sale or redemption of, any obligations 
held in the fund shall be credited to and form a 
part of the fund. 

(c) APPROPRIATIONS FROM THE FUND.-For 
each fiscal year, there is authorized to be appro
priated from the fund for the Israeli Arab Schol
arship Program the interest and earnings of the 
fund. 

(d) FUNDING.-Amounts made available under 
section 556(b) of the Foreign Operations, Export 
Financing, and Related Programs Appropria
tions Act, 1990, (as amended by section 551 of 
the Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1991) are 
authorized to be appropriated to the fund. 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that part A be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KANJORSKI 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KANJORSKI: 

Page 83, line 8, strike "$25,000,000" and insert 
"$15,800,000". 

Page 93, strike lines 2 through 7. 
Mr. KANJORSKI (during the read

ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment is introduced for the pur-

pose of not attaining what I would like 
to do. I would like to do away with the 
National Endowment for Democracy. 
At least, however, my amendment 
brings the National Endowment for De
mocracy to a holding position at this 
point until we can examine what is 
going on here. 

We have an organization structured, 
not incorporated, but structured by 
this Government, which is requesting 
$30 million to carry on its purposes. 

I am afraid many of the Members of 
this House, particularly the newer 
Members, are not aware of the particu
lar nature and structure of this organi
zation. It is an unusual alliance. The 
National Endowment for Democracy 
funds a special institute of the Repub
lican Party; it funds a special institute 
of the Democratic Party; it funds a 
special institute of the National Cham
ber of Commerce and it funds a special 
institute of the AFL-CIO. They take 
taxpayers' money and they disperse it 
for the purposes of spreading democ
racy around the world. 

Undoubtedly, if we take $10, $15, $20 
million and we spend it in some spots, 
we could make claims that we have ac
complished a great deal. However, over 
the years questions have been raised as 
to just how successful the National En
dowment has been. 

There was a General Accounting 
audit back in 1986, and that audit 
raised a number of concerns that were 
supposed to be answered by this organi
zation over the period of the last 4 
years. Last year, we succeeded in get
ting a request for another General Ac
counting audit, and they have deter
mined that the concerns that they 
raised in the 1986 audit were not at
tended to by the National Endowment 
for Democracy. They further found in 
the 1990 audit that instance.s of funds 
being misused, mismanaged, and not 
effectively accounted for, were still 
going on. They further said that there 
is no system in place to determine 
whether or not the goals or the objec
tives of this organization, and there
fore, the expenditures of American tax 
money was, in fact, being met. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a fundamental 
disagreement with setting up a private 
organization, controlled by private 
people, to carry out the foreign policy 
of the United States. I think it is fun
damentally wrong, and that it violates 
the framers' intent of the Constitution 
of the United States. However, this 
Congress has authorized and provided 
those funds, now, for more than 6 
years, and I can understand that I may 
stand in a position of the minority as 
to whether or not this is right or this 
is wrong. I will not argue that point, 
except that I do want to alert many of 
the freshmen Members of this House 
that are not aware of this issue that 
they should stop for a moment and 
consider whether it is the intentions of 
this Government and this Congress to 

authorize a separate, independent, pri
vate agency in the United States to 
spend taxpayers' money to carry on 
their own internal foreign policy for 
the United States when, in some in
stances, it is in direct contradiction to 
the foreign policy carried on and orga
nized under the State Department of 
this Government. 

I think that is fundamentally wrong. 
I think it is unacceptable. However, if 
we get over that point, if we can accept 
that private agencies are being funded 
to carry on foreign policy, it seems to 
me we should then question whether or 
not the moneys of the United States, 
the taxpayers' funds, are being ac
counted for? Are they being mis
managed? Are they being abused? And 
further, where do we go to ask these 
questions? Where are we provided an 
answer? 

I have appeared before the authoriz
ing subcommittee twice on this matter 
in the last two Congresses. I have posed 
to them various questions, which I am 
not yet aware they have received any 
fulfilling answers, as to exactly where 
these funds are expended, or if there is 
an accounting system within the En
dowment for Democracy structure that 
would allow Members to trace this 
money to see where it is being spent, 
and by whom, and for what purposes. 

I would say that in the absence of an
swers to my question, that maybe the 
N.E.D. is doing one devil of a fine job. 
I just do not know about it. Maybe the 
Congress does know about it. Maybe 
the Endowment is actually spending 
the $25 or $30 million that they have 
asked for this year and the money they 
received in past years in a good fash
ion. 

I have had the occasion to study and 
follow the N.E.D. over the last 6 years, 
and view what they consider to be 
worthwhile projects. They have put 
money into countries like England, 
France and New Zealand, to prop up de
mocracy. I certainly do hope that they 
succeed at that. I hope that we can re
port to the Queen when she comes to
morrow that American taxpayer 
money has helped to preserve democ
racy in her kingdom. I certainly hope 
that we can report to New Zealand and 
to France that democracy is just 
around the corner. It may be the light 
at the end of the tunnel, and these ad
ditional taxpayer funds are necessary 
to reach that goal. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. KAN
JORSKI was allowed to proceed for 5 ad
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Until Monday, I did 
not think that there was a smoking 
gun. I want to repeat that word. I want 
Members to listen to it. Not by my own 
investigation, but by a call I received 
from a Romanian. I was told of a 
"smoking gun." I was asked to meet 
with a Senator from Romania, a serv
ing member, and two members of the 
parliament. All three gentlemen, who 
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are leaders of the oldest opposition par
ties, who were underground during the 
entire Communist reign, and finally 
have come into democratic service in 
their country. 

One Senator has served 10 years in 
prison during the Communist regimes 
of the last 40 years, and what they told 
me was rather shocking. They said, 
"Mr. Kanjorski, we are not here to ask 
for your money. We are not here to ask 
for some of this funding to go to us, 
even though the National Endowment 
for Democracy indicates that they gave 
money to some of these organizations." 
They said, "$92,000 that is in their re
port that we have received in 1990, 
never came, and we never received it." 
Ninety-two thousand dollars that the 
National Endowment for Democracy 
said they gave to the Liberal Party in 
Romania never got there, and the gen
tleman said that to me on Monday in 
the presence of staff from the Commit
tee on Appropriations, the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, and the Committee 
on Government Operations. The Treas
urer of the Liberal Party, who should 
have received the money, said he never 
received it. They said further, that 

· they can bring if requested by this Con
gress, responsible members of their 
government, political parties, trade 
unions and others, who are willing to 
testify that when they were given 
grants, and those grants came in the 
nature of equipment such as a com
puter, they were required to sign for a 
$25,000 computer, but in reality that 
computer only cost $400. They openly, 
directly charged that there was a mis
appropriation of some $24,600 of tax
payers' money being administered by 
this program. 

Now, I thought that was a very seri
ous charge, and it would have been 
very suspect if they were here asking 
for benefits to be transferred to their 
parties. What they said, however, was 
"Mr. Congressman, the only thing we 
want you to do is to not help Romania 
any more because you are killing our 
fight for democracy. What you are 
doing is you are funding the govern
ment that is in power. The parties that 
receive NED money are really not in 
opposition. They exist in order to de
stroy the real opposition party that ex
ists in Romania. So if you cannot help 
democracy, at least do not spend $2 
million a year in Romania to destroy 
democratic opposition to the present 
regime.'' 

Now, I did not enter this meeting 
blind. I called the .State Department. 
They came and briefed me on the char
acter of the three gentlemen that ap
peared in my office. They said that 
they in fact are who they represented 
themselves to be, the leaders of three 
respectable parties. They are outstand
ing gentlemen, and they do represent 
the type of opposition that this Gov
ernment wants to foster in Romania. 
So I have the opportunity of meeting 

with three of our colleagues that are in 
government, in politics, in a foreign 
land, and they are saying, "Uncle Sam, 
do not kill us with your help. We want 
to have democracy." 
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They are also going one step further. 

They are saying that there is fraud, 
abuse, corruption and mismanagement 
in the application of these funds. 

Now, I sat back at my desk after 
those 2 hours, and I would invite any 
Member of the House to come and see 
the videotape that I made of that, and 
these Members are still in town, will
ing to meet with any Member of the 
Congress to verify the statements I 
have now made. 

I then asked myself, well, obviously 
we should have the FBI check this out. 
There is corruption, fraud, abuse and 
misappropriation of funds. Well, there 
is not really any agency of the FBI to 
check out a private agency on the ex
penditure of funds overseas. There is no 
IG of the National Endowment for De
mocracy. 

As a matter of fact, when I sent them 
a request as a Member of Congress ask
ing very simple questions, I thought I 
had received a letter back from the 
Philadelphia lawyer. Even though I 
made the request under the Freedom of 
Information Act, I have yet to this day 
to receive firm answers to the ques
tions contained in my letter of more 
than 4 months ago. 

Even after I testified before a sub
committee and called the attention of 
the Chairman of the National Endow
ment for Democracy to the fact that he 
ought to respect the request of a Mem
ber of Congress we have received no an
swer, except one; one answer, when I 
posed the question did his agency ever 
take action against me as a Member of 
Congress and were there any memos to 
that effect in his files. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex
pired. 

(At the request of Mr. DREIER of Cali
fornia, and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
KANJORSKI, was recognized for 3 addi
tional minutes.) 

Mr. KANJORSKI. And he denied that; 
but unbeknownst to him, Mr. Chair
man, and I have in my possession, I 
would like the Members to hear this, 
an internal National Endowment for 
Democracy memo which indicates that 
staff members have identified my dis
trict, myself, and the makeup of my 
district. They then attempted to set a 
portion of my constituency against me 
because of my opposition to their 
N.E.D. position in prior congressional 
hearings. 

Now, I would suggest that we have an 
organization here that not only is not 
democratic, but in some respects is 
bordering on being fascist if that is the 
approach they take to proper inquiries 
made by a Representative of the Amer
ican people. 

Based on that, and knowing it is al
most impossible to kill a program in 
this Congress once it gets to be in 
place, my amendment only asks one 
thing. Let us not double their appro
priation from fiscal year 1989 when 
they have not done a terribly good job 
in the last 4 years. 

I am asking this Congress to really 
cut their funds back to the funds of 
1989, $15.8 million, until an Oversight 
Committee of this House or someone, 
an IGor the FBI or somebody can ade
quately inquire into the abuses and the 
charges of fraud and corruption that 
have been provided by the Romanian 
Parliamentarians. I do not think that 
is an unreasonable request. 

I think we are going to hear the ar
gument, "Let's go on another year of 
funding and let's see if they can 
straighten out their act." I have not 
had any experience in the last 4 or 5 
years that shows they have any inten
tion of straightening out their act. 

The NED is independent government 
existing in the United States, being 
funded by tax moneys and responsible 
to no one, not the Congress, not the 
President, not anyone but themselves. 
I think they use and abuse a lot of the 
national board members' names who 
serve that institution who really do 
not know what is going on; but even if 
they are not interested in the board 
members, even if they do not have a fi
duciary responsibility, the House of 
Representatives and the Congress of 
the United States does have a fiduciary 
responsibility to determine how Amer
ican taxpayers' funds are being used, 
misused, embezzled or abused. All I am 
asking in the support of this amend
ment today is to send that message .to 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy that enough is enough. We are 
going to do our job finally as the Con
gress of the United States and have 
some oversight and see what this inde
pendent private organization is doing 
with the American taxpayers' money. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I certainly yield to 
the gentlewoman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank the gentleman, because I think 
he raises some very serious problems 
with respect to the National Endow
ment for Democracy. We may have a 
philosophical difference about the in
tended goals and objectives of the Na
tional Endowment, but we do share, I 
think, a common agreement on the is
sues concerning how the funds are ex
pended, as well as the accountability 
involved in the financial procedures of 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy. 

The one concern that I have had sys
tematically with the National Endow
ment for Democracy is its failure toes
tablish an accountability procedure in 
order to overview the core and discre
tionary grantees. 
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The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania has 
again expired. 

(At the request of Ms. SNOWE, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. KANJORSKI was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, let 
me say back in 1986 the General Ac
counting Office did conduct an evalua
tion study of the National Endowment 
for Democracy and discovered a num
ber of weaknesses with respect to their 
methodology in evaluating the grants 
and how they expended their money, 
and again in 1989 I offered language to 
require another General Accounting 
Office study to follow up on the re
sponse of the National Endowment to 
the General Accounting Office study of 
1986. Unfortunately, we are finding rep
etition in terms of the problems that 
surfaced back in 1986. The GAO report, 
in fact, said: 

The Endowment has not significantly im
proved its capability to evaluate and report 
on the effectiveness of its total program. The 
Endowment has not given adequate atten
tion to systematically planning program ob
jectives and assessing program results. 

In addition, the Endowment has not devel
oped an adequate evaluation capability to 
independently evaluate and report on the ef
fectiveness of its total program. It is inter
esting to note during the GAO's recent re
view, according to their study, planning and 
evaluation practices were not providing the 
Endowment with the information needed to 
make decisions about what programs are the 
most effective to fund. 

So what they are determining in 
terms of weaknesses which seem to be 
systematic and across the board is that 
NED lacks a system to determine 
whether its goals and priorities are 
being met, that most core grantees do 
not provide evaluations of projects and 
are not using such evaluations to es
tablish future plans, nor does NED sys
tematically attempt to evaluate core 
grantee programs. 

Furthermore, discretionary grantees 
do not successfully implement Endow
ment evaluation procedures. 

NED has not increased its in-house 
evaluation capabilities. It has not mon
itored the effort that it has made with 
respect to a number of the oversight 
activities initially. 

Finally, I should say that NED as a 
result of this study, we have deter
mined, was deficient in explaining the 
procedures in any systematic way mon
itoring grantees' activities to insure 
compliance, which was a major prob
lem back in the 1986 study. 

Furthermore, of the 16 foreign grant
ees visited by the GAO auditors, 10 
were found to have comingled National 
Endowment funds with other funds; 
five had not returned interest earned 
on NED funds and the GAO also found 
other irregularities, such as the use of 
NED funds for personal loans and the 
payment of rent to the chairman of the 

grantee for office space that was in fact 
never used. 

I raise all these issues, as I know the 
gentleman has done as well, that we 
need even with respect to this private 
organization demand accountability. 
We have the oversight as a subcommit
tee. We have had oversight hearings. 
We have recommended . GAO studies. 
We have had GAO studies, but the fact 
of the matter remains that the Na
tional Endowment · for Democracy has 
not responded by putting in place a 
plan to review the way the money is 
being spent with the core and discre
tionary grantees. I find that fact dis
maying; so I just want the gentleman 
to know that I share his concern about 
those issues. In fact, we are withhold
ing the increase that has been re
quested for the National Endowment 
until they report back to the commit
tee. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has 
again expired. 

(At the request of Ms. SNOWE, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. KANJORSKI was 
allowed to proceed for an additional 3 
minutes.) 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, until 
they report back to the committee the 
way in which they are going to respond 
to this report. Given their failure in 
the past, I am not confident about 
what their response will be in the fu
ture. 

I just think those who ardently sup
port the National Endowment have to 
do everything they can to encourage a 
transformation of attitude as well as 
procedures within the Endowment to 
insure that taxpayers' money is being 
spent appropriately, efficiently, and 
obviously legally. That is the problem 
that we are facing even with what the 
GAO has mentioned in their report. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, let us make no mis
take. This amendment would cripple 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy. It would cut its budget in half. 

0 1730 
This amendment would reduce the 

Endowment's authorization, which is 
consistent with the President's re
quest, except for the fact that at the 
suggestion of the gentlewoman from 
Maine, the subcommittee decided to 
withhold $5 million, the increase, until 
such time as we see how the National 
Endowment for Democracy is imple
menting the GAO recommendations. 

We have decided to withhold that $5 
million until the time we get that re
port. 

This amendment would wreck an or
ganization that, since its creation in 
1983, has successfully assisted hundreds 
of organizations working for democ-

racy in over 77 countries. I could un
derstand, in 1983, questions raised 
about this semiprivate organization, 
this organization that is not directly 
controlled by the U.S. Government, 
getting involved in this activity, and 
you could then have debated the merits 
of an institution not directly con
nected with the U.S. Government push
ing and promoting democracy and free 
speech and free press as a fundamental 
part of American foreign policy in a va
riety of parts of the world. 

I can understand after the first few 
years wondering the extent to which 
that decision was made. 

But how in 1991, when we have 
watched what has happened in Eastern 
Europe, when we have watched the role 
of the National Endowment for Democ
racy in Poland for a number of years 
supporting the forces fighting for free
dom and democracy and free press and 
the ability to express opposition views, 
and the successful culmination of that 
campaign in the election-free and fair 
election-of democratic regimes and 
knowing the NED role in that, how 
could you in the wake of what hap
pened in Hungary, in Czechoslovakia
let me read the statement of the Presi
dent of Hungary, President Goncz, who 
says: 

The National Endowment for Democracy 
must be duly praised for the manyfold assist
ance, the programs and seminars, through 
which it greatly contributed to the victory 
of democracy in Hungary, and in the other 
countries of Central and Eastern Europe, 
NED helped us greatly in the preparation for 
the first in more than 40 years free elections, 
and also continues to render keen attention 
to provide valuable experience in fostering 
our democratic achievements. Through 
NED's involvement in making democracy 
born in our region, our special gratitude is 
due for helping the competing political ac
tors to become more effective and for mak
ing the responsibility of choice fair and un
derstandable for everyone. 

That is what the President of Hun
gary says. 

Look at what the role of the National 
Endowment for Democracy played in 
the Philippines, in Chile, in Nicaragua, 
in this most amazing, most astounding 
transition to democracy that we are 
watching in so many parts of the 
world. To know that they were early, 
before those were headlines in the 
newspaper, working with the forces 
there that wanted democracy, helping 
to keep that light kindled. 

I cannot understand why we would 
even seriously contemplate cutting 
NED by 50 percent. There is no doubt 
NED has had some, what I would view 
as minor problems, but problems which 
must be corrected with respect to the 
administration of the very, very many 
grants they are charged with. 

I would argue initially, by the way, 
the way to do that is for them to re
ceive more money than they do for ad
ministrative support so they can more 
effectively police and monitor all of 
those grants. 
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That is why our subcommittee for 

the first time in many years decided 
only to reauthorize NED and the USIA 
and some of these other agencies for 1 
year rather than 2, so that we can con
tinue the oversight. That is why we 
withheld the $5 million, that is why we 
required the GAO report language to be 
addressed by the NED before they 
would get that last $5 million. 

But this is not the time to take the 
group that has been most active and 
most prominent in making democracy 
and pluralism an essential part of 
America's work abroad and to under
mine it like it is being done now. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BERMAN. I will yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not sure I know 
whether that is a personal letter writ
ten by the President to the gentleman 
from California, but these Romanian 
gentlemen specifically said--

Mr. BERMAN. It is a letter from the 
President of Hungary. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Is this a letter 
written personally to the gentleman 
from California, or is that a staff memo 
from NED? 

Mr. BERMAN. This is the statement 
of the President of Hungary. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Very well. The 
three gentlemen that I talked to on 
Monday asked permission to come to 
the committee of the gentleman or any 
committee in this Congress not only 
with witnesses from Romania but wit
nesses from Czechoslovakia and from 
Poland who would testify the same 
fact, that the funds spent in their 
countries actually have been funds 
that have supported antidemocratic 
factions and have suppressed the oppo
sition. 

Mr. BERMAN. May I reclaim my 
time to ask the gentleman a question. 
By any chance, did those three groups 
from Romania get any NED funding? 
The answer is they did not. 

And we could spend a great deal of 
time debating this situation in Roma
nia. It was under great insistence from 
the United States Congress that NED 
got involved in Romania. There is no 
more complicated country to sort out 
their political activities. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BER
MAN] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BERMAN 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. BERMAN. I thank the chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I can go through the 

whole litany of issues that caused you 
to think twice before you did not offer 
an amendment to exclude the NED 
from Romania, not offer an amendment 
to cut by x number of dollars from the 
authorization, but pursue what I know 
is a sincere and ideological belief that 

NED should not exist, by a massive 
cutting amendment, using this argu
ment of several legislators from Roma
nia against one small slice of this pro
gram. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. That small slice is 
$2 million in the year 1990, which rep
resents more than 8 percent of the 
funding of NED. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I point 
out that it was none, it was AID 
money, funneled through NED, that 
was involved in the program for Roma
nia. It was out of the total foreign aid 
budget; it was not $1 of the NED's au
thorized amount. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. That proves the 
point that we are not only talking 
about $30 million, but we are talking 
about a great deal of other money that 
this organization passes out, the Amer
ican taxpayers' money, by contracts 
with AID and other agencies of this 
Government. 

Mr. BERMAN. And that is good. 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. KANJORSKI] to reduce funding for 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy [NED] to $15.8 million from $30 
million. 

This amendment would, in effect, 
cripple NED's activities by cutting its 
budget in half. Since the National En
dowment's creation in 1983, it has 
served an important function by assist
ing democratization efforts worldwide. 

The administration's request for $30 
million, is --to enable the National En
dowment for Democracy to enhance de
mocratization programs in the Soviet 
Union, in Eastern Europe, Africa, and 
in the Middle East. 

NED has had outstanding success in 
helping to achieve democratization 
breakthroughs in Poland and in Nica
ragua, and it continues to support 
democratic forces struggling against 
repressive regimes in China, Cuba, and 
Vietnam. 

President Bush has written: 
As a nation, we Americans are determined 

to join in helping to consolidate democratic 
victories in Central America, Eastern Eu
rope, and elsewhere and to promote demo
cratic values worldwide. I commend the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy for its 
many important contributions toward these 
ends. 

If the objective is to make NED a 
more effective organization, the way to 
answer it is not to cut the budget near
ly in half. It is precisely through pro
viding additional resources that it will 
be able to devote more of its efforts to 
administration without crippling its 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, NED has assisted 
democratic movements in Chile, in 
Nicaragua, and in Poland. NED played 
an important role in political change 

in those countries. Accordingly, I urge 
my colleagues to join in voting for de
mocracy by helping to defeat the Kan
jorski amendment. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to 
speak. I apologize to the chairman of 
the subcommittee for speaking without 
notifying him that I was going to do 
so. But I simply want to say that if 
this issue comes to a rollcall vote, I am 
going to vote with the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Chairman, I chair the Sub
committee on Foreign Operations, Ex
port Financing, and Related Programs, 
of the Committee on Appropriations, 
and my experience in dealing with NED 
has left me less than thrilled because, 
in my view, while NED originally did 
some very fine work, especially with 
respect to Poland, I think that there is 
a dangerous tendency within that orga
nization and organizations associated 
with it and funded through it, to as
sume a bureaucratic arrogance that is 
simply not befitting an organization 
which is supposed to represent a demo
cratic Government. 

D 1740 
So, Mr. Chairman, without taking 

any more of the House's time, I simply 
want to say that in my view, if the gen
tleman's amendment passes, no great 
harm will be done, but in fact I think 
a constructive message will have been 
sent to the program managers that in 
the end it is legislators who have to an
swer to the public for expenditures of 
taxpayers' money. It is legislators who 
have to defend the selection process 
made by NED. In addition, it is legisla
tors who will have to explain to our 
taxpayers whether this money was 
spent in the furtherance of the inter
ests of the United States or in the fur
therance of some other narrower inter
ests. 

Mr. Chairman, I am being as polite as 
I can at this moment, but, nonetheless, 
I think that we will have struck a blow 
for administrative responsiveness to le
gitimate concerns of legislators in a 
democratic system about the kind of 
face which is put on American democ
racy if this amendment is adopted. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I 
think I understand the gentleman's 
point, and I do not take exception with 
his concern about the management and 
the administration. But I rise as one 
who is coming from the perspective of 
dealing through the intelligence com
munity, in that portion of the budget 
that poses an interesting problem 
today as a government, and I would 
like to actually engage the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], who is in 
the well, on this issue because as we 
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make attempts to bring more of our 
support for democratic movements 
around the world basically to transi
tion into open programs, there is a 
need in my opinion for a vehicle. There 
is a need at this point in time for our 
Government to establish an ability, a 
network, and a vehicle to transition 
those funds in order that we can have 
public discuss and scrutiny. 

Mr. OBEY. Reclaiming my time, Mr. 
Chairman, I absolutely agree with the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
McCURDY], and I am a convert. Origi
nally I had great doubts about this. I 
was then converted, supported it, 
worked to help fund it on a number of 
occasions. 

Mr. Chairman, the point I am trying 
to make is not that this vehicle should 
not exist. It should. It is legitimate en
terprise for a democracy. My point is 
that when an agency gets money it has 
an obligation to follow the instructions 
that accompany the money, and, when 
they do not follow the legislative in
structions then they are operating in 
my judgment outside of the normal 
confines of what the democratic proc
ess is supposed to be about. 

The Congress appropriates money 
with the understanding that that 
money will be spent in accordance with 
decisions made by this body and not by 
someone who thinks he is a whole lot 
smarter or wiser than the Congress of 
the United States when it comes to 
promoting democracy. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman further yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, again 
I do not take issue with the gentle
man's reaction from the adm~nistrative 
standpoint. But the gentleman and I 
over time had discussions on how we 
bring greater scrutiny to a number of 
programs that are of mutual concern 
and interest to the two of us, and at a 
time when I happen to be a proponent 
of bringing into light some of our ac
tivities in support around the globe, on 
one hand, if we are cutting the budget, 
then I am going to be getting pressure 
from other areas of this Congress and 
elsewhere to not move in that direc
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a real problem 
here. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I under
stand the dilemma of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. McCURDY]. 

Mr. McCURDY. One has to read be
tween the lines. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OBEY 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I under
stand th~ gentleman's dilemma; I agree 
with the thrust of his efforts. But, very 
frankly, if some of these efforts are 

going to be on the table above board, 
then they have to be run well enough 
so that the Congress of the United 
States is not embarrassed by the re
sult, and right now I cannot honestly 
tell the Members of this body that that 
is the case. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. McCURDY. Then is there a way 
perhaps then, rather than slashing the 
funds, because if we slash funds, quite 
frankly it is going to make it ex
tremely difficult for us to make the 
kinds of transitions that I think the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] 
and I would eventually support. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
suggest that slashing the budget is the 
best way to get their attention, If the 
Senate wants to correct the so-called 
mistake of the House, that gives us 
ample time to deal with it, but I hon
estly think, if we do not pull the chain 
now, the dog is going to get out of the 
yard. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it is important to have this dis
cussion and clarify that the intent is 
not to undermine the concept of NED 
or the fact that we need a mechanism 
and a vehicle within our Federal Gov
ernment to provide open assistance to 
democratic movements, open assist
ance to improving the electoral process 
and the democratic process and that 
the concerns that the distinguished 
chairman, the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. OBEY], has is primarily from a 
management standpoint, which obvi
ously would have to be addressed. 

Mr. OBEY. What I am trying to ad
dress is the question of institutional 
arrogance. That is what I am trying to 
address. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the gentleman's concern. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to the Kanjorski amendment cut
ting funding for the National Endow
ment for Democracy from the adminis
tration requested and committee ap
proved level of $30 million to $15.8 mil
lion. 

The National Endowment for Democ
racy was established back in 1983 by 
President Reagan to help foster demo
cratic growth around the world. Under 
the umbrella of the National Endow
ment are four special institutes, the 
National Republican Institute for 
International Affairs, of which I serve 
as chairman, the National Democratic 
Institute for International Affairs, of 
which former Vice President Walter 
Mondale serves as chairman, the Free 
Trade Union Institute, which is associ
ated with the AFL-CIO, and the Center 
for International Private Enterprise, 
which is associated with the Chamber 
of Commerce. 

The work of these institutes, and the 
NED itself, has been tremendously suc
cessful. By providing technical assist
ance and training, NED grants have 
made the difference in making demo
cratic movements succeed in Latin 
America, Eastern Europe, Asia, Africa, 
and the Pacific. One of the four basic 
objectives of American foreign aid and 
a key element in preserving our na
tional security interests is support for 
democracy. By ensuring that demo
cratic movements-whether they be 
labor unions, newspaper associations, 
political parties, human rights groups, 
free enterprise advocates, think-tanks, 
cultural organizations, or student asso
ciations, have the know-how to win 
elections, implement positive political 
and economic reforms, and effectively 
govern, we are making sure the gains 
of democracy and freedom are not lost 
to totalitarianism and communism. 

Take Eastern Europe. NED and its 
associated institutes and grantees have 
helped transform pro-democratic senti
ments of the people into real political 
parties, legislative coalitions, and 
democratic movements that could 
challenge the Communists at the ballot 
boxes and win. Eastern Europe has 
been a challenge. Some countries, like 
Bulgaria, have no real democratic tra
dition. Others, like Hungary and Po
land, have suffered under Communist 
dictatorships for 45 years. Only the 
senior citizens remember what free 
elections and free press are. Today, 
these nations have cast off their Com
munist oppressors. But, the people 
have no experience in governing them
selves, organizing their thoughts and 
implementing their aspirations. They 
are at a real disadvantage and could 
lose-and in some cases have lost
elections to the Communists because 
the latter are better organized and able 
to exploit the Democrats' inexperience. 

We have spent trillions of dollars 
over the past 45 years containing com
munism. It seems very illogical to me 
that we jeopardize today's democratic 
victories by cutting a very useful and 
successful means of giving those demo
cratic elements-labor unions like Sol
idarity, small business advocates, po
litical parties, free press, election ob
servers, constitutional reformers, 
human rights organizations and so 
many other parts of a fledgling democ
racy-the real help they need and cry 
out for. 

For example, the National Repub
lican Institute for International Af
fairs, through working with the demo
cratic opposition in Bulgaria, turned 
an electoral defeat into a success. By 
training opposition members of the as
sembly how to build coalitions, listen 
to constituencies and so on-skills we 
take for granted here-the democratic 
opposition was able to get their leader 
elected by Parliament to serve as Bul
garia's first non-Communist President 
since World War II. The Kanjorski 
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amendment puts the future of this and 
other positive programs in jeopardy. 

What about Kuwait? We recently 
fought a war over Kuwait costing 
American lives and billions· of dollars. 
We fought for principles including free
dom and liberty. We expect positive, 
peaceful political reforms to occur in 
Kuwait. So do the Kuwaitis. The Na
tional Republican Institute, with NED 
funding, is presently working with Ku
waitis per their request to help restore 
the 1962 Constitution, have elections 
within a year for a new Parliament and 
institute broad democratic reforms. 
Enacting the Kanjorski amendment 
could jeopardize this important pro
gram which, due to its sensitive na
ture, cannot be managed by the State 
Department or some other official U.S. 
Government entity. The NRIIA Kuwait 
Program is supported and has been en
couraged by the State Department. Are 
proponents of the Kanjorski amend
ment willing to tell our gulf war veter
ans that democratic reform in Kuwait 
doesn't deserve our modest support? 

The Kanjorski amendment cuts NED 
funding from $30 million, which is actu
ally $25 million and a congressionally 
conditioned $5 million, to just $15.8 
million. That was the funding level ap
propriated in fiscal year 1989 and re
quested in early 1990. That level of 
funding was adequate back then. To
day's increase, while almost two-fold, 
reflects the explosion of democracy 
around the globe. In 1989 the Berlin 
Wall still divided Germany and the 
Iron Curtain divided Europe. We didn't 
really need programs in Poland, Hun
gary, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Roma
nia, Albania, Yugoslavia and the So
viet Union. Dictators still ran Panama 
and Nicaragua. The prospects for demo
cratic change in Kuwait, Nepal, Mongo
lia, Bangladesh, Namibia and South Af
rica were slim at best. Today, there are 
programs and democratic reform move
ments in every single one of these 
countries plus many others I haven't 
mentioned in the interest of time. 

The Kanjorski amendment does not 
take the realities of today's world into 
account. From a budgeting standpoint, 
it is penny wise, but pound foolish. For 
a relatively small amount of money we 
are supporting democracies in such a 
way as to make them succeed and mul
tiply. But, the cost of their failure is 
far, far greater. 

Proponents of the Kanjorski amend
ment cite a GAO report highlighting 
some alleged problems with the NED 
grants process. Since I have been in
volved i~ this issue for a long time, let 
me set the record straight. The GAO 
report has absolutely no allegations of 
corruption or fraud. It did point out 
the need for NED to communicate bet
ter with some of its small grantees 
about U.S. Government regulations. 
That problem is being addressed and 
corrected as we speak. NED has been 
very cooperative throughout this proc-

ess. It is important to note that $5 mil
lion of NED's authorization is being 
withheld pending NED's addressing the 
concerns raised by the GAO in a satis
factory manner. 

However, it is unthinkable to require 
extensive, high-priced $25,000 audits for 
$20,000 grants in some small, remote 
corner of the globe. Do we need to send 
an auditor to the Himalayan moun
tains to verify that a rickshaw that 
was hired for transportation costs a 
dollar a day? That's not efficient man
agement, that's mismanagement. Of 
course, there have to be guidelines and 
accountability, and there are. The goal 
of the NED is to support democracy, 
not promote bureaucracy. 

The GAO report also raises questions 
about standards by which to judge the 
success of a specific program. Support
ing democracy and freedom, through, is 
not the same as immunizing children 
or distributing rice where we can count 
how many shots were given or how 
many people were fed. Democracy has 
many different forms. Do we judge suc
cess by percentages of votes? By politi
cal party registrations? By size of labor 
unions? By the number of independent 
newspapers? By the number of inde
pendent businesses? By the number of 
reformist legislators in a Parliament? 
How? Clearly, democracy today is 
flourishing in many places we thought 
impossible. NED funding has supported 
those efforts. It has been extremely 
successful. 

I also want to address the "Dear Col
league" Congressman KANJORSKI cir
culating charging that the NED is 
interfering in Romanian politics. It is 
based on the erroneous allegations of 
just three members of Romania's Par
liament. They claim NED promised aid 
and never delivered. They either do not 
know the facts or are deliberately mis
leading Congress. I submit the follow
ing letter from the president of the Na
tional Republican Institute for Inter
national Affairs, our former colleague 
Jack Buechner, which clearly shows 
this charge is false and the NRIIA has 
all the receipts and shipping orders to 
prove it. The accusations against the 
NED are false and groundless based on 
convenient hearsay, not fact. Jack 
Buechner is with us in the Chamber 
today ready and willing to answer any 
Members' questions. 

I find it ironic that on one hand some 
proponents of the Kanjorski amend
ment claim more auditing accountabil
ity is needed, and then turn around and 
ignore all the receipts and accounting 
they demand to rely instead on hearsay 
from a couple of disgruntled and mis
leading Romanians who have never 
raised these charges before. 

While I am not the best expert on Ro
manian politics, and I don't believe 
many of my colleagues here in Con
gress are either, the situation in Roma
nia is confused and complex. There are 
scores of opposition parties. Some 

claim to be democratic, yet do not un
derstand the basic meaning of democ
racy. The NED does have standards to 
meet-both political standards and 
those governing the accountability of 
grants. Some Romanian groups cannot 
meet those standards and, therefore, 
are ineligible by U.S. law for assist
ance. 

The NED is not a partisan issue. It is 
strongly supported by Democrats and 
Republicans alike. It is strongly sup
ported by business, through the Cham
ber of Commerce, and labor, through 
the AFL-CIO. NED funding supports 
election observation missions-an im
portant tool that helps ensure that 
elections are free and fair. All of this 
good is jeopardized by the Kanjorski 
amendment. If we slash NED, we will 
be forced to make hard choices about 
which democracies we want to support. 
Who among today's recipients doesn't 
deserve assistance? Poland? Hungary? 
Nicaragua? 

I want to reiterate that the real con
cerns-not the false allegations lacking 
real basis-but the real concerns raised 
by proponents of the Kanjorski amend
ment are being or have already been 
met. The House Foreign Affairs Com
mittee under the very able leadership 
of Chairman F ASCELL and Inter
national Operations Subcommittee 
Chairman HowARD BERMAN has already 
examined, reexamined and reexamined 
the NED issue. Their conclusion was to 
recommend the full $30 million in fund
ing. This is the right choice, and I urge 
my colleagues to support the commit
tee's and the administration's request 
and reject the Kanjorski amendment. 

NATIONAL REPUBLICAN INSTITUTE 
FOR INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, May 15, 1991. 
DEAR FORMER COLLEAGUE: 
It has come to the attention of the Na

tional Republican Institute for International 
Affairs (NRIIA) through the National Endow
ment for Democracy (NED) that you have re
ceived a "Dear Colleague" letter dated May 
14 from Representative Paul E. Kanjorski al
leging that the NED is interfering in Roma
nia politics. Representative Kanjorski re
ceived this information when he met with 
only three Members of the Romanian Par
liament representing the National Liberal 
Party and the National Peasants' Party of 
Romania. 

These representatives have leveled accusa
tions against the NED using the good offices 
of Representative Kanjorski. The NRIIA has 
received neither written nor verbal com
plaints from any representatives of any Ro
manian political parties regarding this mat
ter. This is the first occasion that the NRIIA 
has heard mention of such accusations. 

The accusation in question regards ship
ments of equipment in the amount of 
$90,000.00 in the Spring of 1990. The NRIIA 
was the grantor of this equipment to the 
Liberal and the Peasants' parties. The rep
resentatives claim that they were promised 
the equipment and that it was never deliv
ered. The NRIIA holds a file containing all 
receipts and documentation that shows pur
chase, payment, and delivery of all goods in
tended to be shipped to each party. The accu
sations against the NED and the NRIIA are 
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false and groundless and should be re-evalu
ated using factual information rather than 
heresay. 

The allegation that the NED is interfering 
and "repressing democracy" in Romania is 
also untrue. The Liberal and Peasant parties 
specifically requested assistance from the 
NRIIA on several occasions. This is also true 
of the majority of the parliamentary and op
position parties. The NED and NRIIA do not 
go to, nor work in countries in which they 
are not welcome, they never have and never 
will. 

The NRIIA would be happy to show docu
mentation and receipts regarding the 
$90,000.00 to all interested parties. Please feel 
free to contact me for this information and 
any other questions that you might have. 

Respectfully, 
JACK BUECHNER, 

President. 

0 1750 
Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 

specifically indicated in my remarks 
that there is not any question here 
that there is a very sophisticated 
fraud-perhaps you could say an Amer
ican fraud-that we have exported 
here. They have had people in Romania 
sign receipts for computers that were 
marked $25,000 when in fact the market 
price is $400. So we will have an ac
counting receipt. These people are 
making an open charge. They are will
ing to come before a committee of this 
Congress and bring other witnesses 
that will absolutely prove fraud, abuse, 
and embezzlement, criminal activity. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, 
reclaiming my time, I might point out 
that some of the people in Romania 
were very unhappy when further mon
ies would not be given to them because 
they wanted to carry out some activi
ties that would not be helpful to the 
process, such as engaging in violent ac
tivities and things of that kind. I am 
not saying that people who visited the 
gentleman said that, but there were 
certainly those people. 

The NED has proven to be a very suc
cessful way for the United States to 
help promote and strengthen democ
racy, freedom, and free market prin
ciples around the globe. As I said be
fore, it can work with groups that our 
Government cannot, for diplomatic 
reasons. It is making sure that the 
credit gains achieved in Eastern Eu
rope and Latin America and Asia and 
now in the Middle East are not lost. I 
think NED can successfully use more 
funds than the $30 million, but budgets 
are tight. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support democracy around the globe 
and reject this amendment. I urge the 
Members to pass the bill and the lan
guage in it relating to NED, including 
the GAO requirement. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, it troubles me greatly 
to disagree with the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI], the gen
tleman from Luzerne County, who is 
my very good friend, but I do because 
this is a very modest investment in de
mocracy. 

As a member of this committee I 
have visited the Third World. I have 
visited Africa, Asia, and Latin Amer
ica, and everywhere I have gone I have 
asked the young new emerging leaders 
of the Third World if they have behe
fi ted from this program, and many of 
them have. This program brings Third 
World leaders to our great universities, 
to our business centers, to our govern
ment centers, and to our labor unions. 
It is a good idea, and it seems to me to 
be a fairly modest investment of $25 
million compared to a defense budget 
of almost $300 billion to bring people to 
the United States to give them some 
training in how democracy works. It 
has worked in the Philippines, it has 
worked in Nicaragua, and it has 
worked in Poland. 

I am not suggesting that there are 
not some flaws or some errors in this 
program. I am sure there are. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Wilkes
Barre. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
say to the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. KOSTMAYER] that I have a phil
osophical position on the constitu
tionality and the legality of the orga
nization. But putting that aside, how 
in the gentleman's mind can he justify 
that only the Democratic Party of the 
United States, only the Republican 
Party of the United States, only the 
National Chamber of Commerce, and 
only the AFL-CIO knows what the hell 
the institutions of democracy are in 
this or any other country? Why do we 
think that $15 million or $20 million of 
taxpayers' money should go to these 
four entities so they can parcel it out 
in their omnipotent wisdom for democ
racy? 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Does the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania want to give 
money to other parties? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. No, but I would 
suggest that maybe we ought to give 
money--

Mr. KANJORSKI. May I suggest, 
though, that we account for every dime 
we do give? 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I agree thor
oughly with the gentleman, and I think 
the gentleman from California would 
share those sentiments, that we ac
count for ever single dime that is 
spent. 

This is really a good program. It is a 
very modest program. I have spoken 
with people around the world who have 
benefitted from the program. It seems 
to me to be a relatively modest invest
ment. It is in the interest of democ-

racy, it is in our country's interests, 
and I urge that the Congress have the 
courage to reject the amendment of
fered by my very good friend, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI]. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Luzerne 
Count¥. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, in 
response to what the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania has said and what the 
gentleman from California has said, I 
must admit that it really strikes me 
funny when I listen to these comments. 
It seems that we have finally seen the 
wall come down and democracy go to 
Eastern Europe; there is no longer the 
great strife that existed three years 
ago between East and West, and so we 
have to double this program. We have a 
request for a huge increase in the intel
ligence program, and we also have are
quest for an increase in the Defense De
partment. My God, can we afford to 
really win democracy? We may go 
broke. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong opposition to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI]. 

Quite frankly, I would just like to 
point out as a member of the Commit
tee on Armed Services and also as 
chairman of the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence that at a 
time when we are bringing the defense 
budget down and trying to put re
straint on the intelligence budget as . 
well, it is in our interest to bring to 
the floor of this House so we can debate . 
them, programs to support democratic 
movements around the world. That is 
in our interest, and rather than have it 
take place in a small committee room 
upstairs, what I am trying to say to 
this body is that it is now time to bring 
it down here. But if we are cutting the 
very vehicle that we can use to help 
provide support, then we are undercut
ting the very greatest opportunity we 
have to bring light to these programs. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield further, is the 
gentleman from Oklahoma suggesting 
that this is just the beginning, that 
NED, the National Endowment for De
mocracy, is going to grow and grow 
and grow? If he is, I do not know any of 
my constituents who voted for the peo
ple who are handing this money out 
and making these decisions. They 
voted for me, and they voted for the 
gentleman from Oklahoma, and we 
have to find a methodology to act con
stitutionally. If we are going to say 
that we have a right and are going to 
use this special private organization 
now to give out large amounts of Fed-



May 15, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 11151 
eral funds, I think that creates a prob
lem. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, did 
the gentleman vote for the defense 
budget? 

Mr. KANJORSKI. I am sorry? 
Mr. McCURDY. Did the gentleman 

vote for the defense budget? 
Mr. KANJORSKI. I have on occasion. 
Mr. McCURDY. That was $286 billion. 

We want to spend $25 million here. We 
spent $286 billion. The intelligence 
budget is classified, but it is in the bil
lions, and now we are down here debat
ing the one vehicle we can actually 
have access to. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield further, the 
problem is that we do not have access. 
We do not have accounting, and the 
fact of the matter is that this is not all 
the money the National Endowment 
spends. It has contracts with AID, and 
it has contracts with other unnamed 
agencies of this Government. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KOSTMAYER] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. KOST
MAYER was allowed to proceed for 1 ad
ditional minute.) 

0 1800 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, re

claiming my time, if one votes for the 
Kanjorski amendment, one is voting 
for an amendment which will end the 
visits of university students, news
paper people, business leaders, and 
labor leaders coming from the Third 
World and from Communist countries 
to this country, to talk with our news
paper people, our colleges, our univer
sities, our labor leaders, our business 
leaders. 

Mr. Chairman, that is a good invest
ment. These programs pay off, and 
they benefit everybody. This is a mod
est investment. I ask that the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN] 
be supported, and that we reject the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI]. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. The amendment has 
been presented as a way to deliver an 
auditing message to the National En
dowment for Democracy. 

The subcommittee on which I sit, 
which the distinguished gentleman 
from California [Mr. BERMAN] chairs, 
looked at the administrative problems 
and the auditing problems, and we de
livered an auditing message: the tem
porary withholding of 5 percent of the 
National Endowment for Democracy 
funds, until those administrative and 
auditing problems are corrected. 

Now along comes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] and pro
poses a 50-percent cut. This is not send
ing an auditing message, this is ripping 
the guts out of this program. 

Let us just talk about what this pro
gram has been. For the last several 
years, the National Endowment for De
mocracy has struggled along. We have 
asked them to get involved in scores of 
countries promoting democracy around 
the world. We have asked them to do it 
with $10 or $15, or $20 million. They 
have not had the funds. We have 
stretched them thin. Of course, along 
with the successes, have been mis
takes. 

But when the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] questions a 
statement from the President of Hun
gary praising the National Endowment 
for Democracy, let me tell the gen
tleman, when the President of Poland, 
Mr. Walesa, came to our Capitol, I 
heard him come and I heard him praise 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy and the role it played in contrib
uting to freedom and democracy in Po
land, and he went to visit the National 
Endowment for Democracy, to pay his 
respect, to show his appreciation. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
had the occasion to talk with Mr. 
Walesa in Poland, and he had some 
critical things to say, that there was 
support for areas in his country prior 
to the revolution that were not sup
portive. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I think that is wonderful, 
that he had some reservations or criti
cisms. But I heard him talk about the 
National Endowment for Democracy's 
overall performance. 

When Mrs. Chamorro of Nicaragua 
came here, she came and praised the 
National Endowment for Democracy, 
and expressed appreciation. 

Mr. Chairman, I notice the distin
guished gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WEISS], who, with me, was very active 
in promoting democracy in Chile. The 
gentleman and I can attest to what 
Chilean leaders have said about the 
positive role that the National Endow
ment for Democracy played in promot
ing democracy in Chile. 

Mr. Chairman, here we are, the lead
er of democracy and freedom, and we 
are debating not whether to spend bil
lions, but whether to continue on a 
very meager level to continue this pro
gram, $30 million, to help promote de
mocracy and freedom around the 
world. We should be proud that we are 
a beacon of light into the nations when 
it comes to freedom and democracy. 
We should not be ashamed of it. We 
should be proud of the praise that NED 
has gotten. 

Mr. Chairman, if we cut this 50 per
cent, we will not be sending a message; 
we will be helping to extinguish that 
light. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. I yield 
to the distinguished ranking member 
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong opposition to the amend
ment being offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI]. I 
think this program has been an excel
lent program. Since 1983, we have been 
effective in more than 77 countries. I 
do not think this is the time to take a 
meat ax to this very vital program. 
The State Department is very much 
opposed to the amendment of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. I yield 
to the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I thank my good friend for yield
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that 
support for NED is based on a number 
of assumptions. Assumption No. 1 is 
that the promotion of democracy leads 
to a safer world. The next assumption 
is that promotion of democracy leads 
to the greater protection of individual 
human rights. Finally, the assumption 
that the promotion of democracy leads 
to an enhanced quality of life, as each 
of these countries evolve into market
oriented economies. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that 
the money contained in this bill is a 
very modest investment in democracy, 
a very small amount, when compared 
to the other kinds of allocations we 
have, not only in this bill, but other 
bills that are appropriated and author
ized by Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a member of the 
Helsinki Commission. I have fre
quented most of the Eastern bloc coun
tries, some three and four times. 

I was in Romania 1 month after 
Ceausescu fell. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. MIL
LER] has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
MILLER of Washington was allowed to 
proceed for 1 additional minute.) 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. I yield 
to the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I can tell Members after meeting 
with members of the Republican Party, 
the peasants party, and the liberal 
party, that it could not be more appar
ent that they need the kind of basic in
formation that NED can provide as to 
how to organize, so that the National 
Salvation Front does not continue to 
have a monopoly, because they are the 
only ones that know how to do it. 

Mr. Chairman, this promotes com
petition among people in the market
place of ideas so that there will be a 
greater exchange of ideas in each of 
these countries. 
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Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very 

ill-advised amendment. I know the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI] is well-meaning in what he is 
doing. The gentlewoman from Maine 
[Ms. SNOWE] has been very, very forth
right and very strong in promoting re
forms administratively, especially 
among NED, but I think this amend
ment goes too far by cutting it in half. 
I hope Members will oppose it. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. I will be 
happy to yield to the gentlewoman 
from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to reit
erate the point I made earlier. I have 
been sitting here listening to the laud
able goals of the National Endowment 
for Democracy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. MIL
LER] has expired. 

(At the request of Ms. SNOWE and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. MILLER of 
Washington was allowed to proceed for 
2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, there is 
no question that NED has conducted 
some significant activities in countries 
where we want to see democracy 
thrive. But I would ask Members to be 
equally persuasive on the issue of ac
countability financially, because it is 
very disturbing to read this General 
Accounting Office report. I know if 
each Member took the time to read it, 
they would also feel compelled to im
press upon the National Endowment 
for Democracy to change their ways. 

Mr. Chairman, it bothers me that the 
National Endowment for Democracy 
has not responded to the changes that 
have been passed in this House and in 
Congress, that we have examined 
through the subcommittee process and 
our oversight hearings. They have not 
responded to the General Accounting 
Office. They managed to engage in the 
misuse of funds because they do not 
oversee the grantees who use these 
leads. 

Mr. Chairman, if one looks at the 
personal loans that were given to peo
ple that were not repaid, that is our 
money. It is the money of the Amer
ican taxpayer. I am asking Members to 
be as eloquent on the floor about how 
our money is spent as they are about 
the goals of the program, what we ask 
of every other program in the budget. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, we 
have been debating this matter for well 
over an hour. I ask unanimous consent 
that there be a time limit for the re
maining amount of debate on the Kan
jorski amendment of 20 minutes, 10 
minutes to be controlled by the man
ager of the amendment, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI], 5 

minutes to be controlled by the gentle
woman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE], and 5 
minutes to be controlled by myself. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BERMAN]? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN]. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, it strikes me as I listen to 
this debate that most Members are 
here because they are awfully good 
communicators. That is how they get 
to Congress; often it is how they stay 
here. 

As I listen to this debate, I hear 
these word castles built in the air 
about furtherance of freedom, invest
ment in democracy around the world, 
and so forth. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no problem 
with our responsibility to be involved 
in emerging democracies. This is a 
country that created the Marshall 
plan, that helped pull Europe out of 
post-Second World War troubles, tore
build Europe. 

The question here is not do we have 
a responsibility. The question is about 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy, how it is funded, how much 
money it should have, and whether it 
should be held accountable. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like Members 
to take an idea back to their town 
meetings, back home, the folks who 
live back home. Those folks know that 
we are spending money we do not have, 
over $1 billion a day, 7 days a week, all 
year long. The gross indebtedness in
crease this year will be $405 billion. It 
is money we do not have but we are 
now spending. 

So Members, go back to your town 
meetings and say I have an idea. Here 
is my idea. 

0 1810 
Let us take some money from the 

taxpayers, and give it to the Repub
lican Party, to the Democratic Party, 
to the National Chamber of Commerce, 
and to the AFL-CIO, and tell them to 
go ahead and further the interests of 
democracy around the world. And let 
us increase the funding by 100 percent 
in 2 years, despite the fact that we are 
choking on debt. And let us ignore the 
fact that there are Government Ac
counting Office reports that say there 
are real serious problems with the ac
counting for this money. And let us 
just build word castles in the air about 
our responsibilities and keep doing 
what we are doing. 

I tell my colleagues, that is an aw
fully hard sell at town meetings be
cause it does not meet a common sense 
test. Yes, we have a responsibility, but 
this is the wrong way to meet the re
sponsibility. 

I have felt for years that this Na
tional Endowment for Democracy is 

the wrong vehicle. I am not a convert, 
I think this is crazy to offer up $130 
million over these years, $130 million 
to the two political parties, the Cham
ber of Commerce and the AFL-CIO and 
say, go forth and do your work. Where 
on Earth is the accountability for the 
spending of taxpayers' money? It is not 
there. The GAO says it is not there. 

I sense that there are a lot of tigers 
on spending issues on the floor of the 
House when it comes to spending 
money here at home, but they are wall
flowers when we talk about spending 
money through the National Endow
ment for Democracy around the world. 

I will tell my colleagues about a de
mocracy we ought to start endowing. 
It's this democracy right here. Our de
mocracy could use some endowment, 
right now. So I am going to support the 
gentleman's amendment. This is not a 
real crisis. He is going to prevent a 100 
percent increase in 2 years. He is only 
going to leave them with $15 million 
pocket change to run around the world 
and spend to strengthen democracy. 
It's time to cut some fat, and it's time 
to start here. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, [Mr. KOSTMAYER]. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Flor
ida, [Mr. Goss]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentlewoman from Maine for yielding 
time to me. I rise in opposition to the 
Kanjorski amendment. I think some
thing we have overlooked here a little 
bit in this debate about accountability 
is that the National Endowment for 
Democracy has got a proven track 
record of providing needed assistance 
and resources at a time when we are 
watching the wrenching but undeniable 
movement toward democracy through
out the globe. This is something that 
we are all applauding in this country, 
and I think it is something that we 
have made a very modest and a very 
good investment on. And we are get
ting a good return. 

Seldom do we have the opportunity 
to say those things. I think this is a 
program we ought to be bragging 
about, not worrying about the final 
dotting of the i 's on every single bit of 
the accounting detail. 

There is no question we are in a pe
riod of unprecedented change, from 
tearing down the Berlin Wall to build
ing up democratically elected govern
ments in Eastern Europe to free elec
tions throughout the Western Hemi
sphere. 

Just 10 days from now in Suriname, I 
hope we have reduced the number of 
non-democratic remaining countries in 
the Western Hemisphere to just Cuba, 
the last remaining Communist hold 
out. 

The National Endowment for Democ
racy has been a player to facilitate the 
transformation, and make no mistake, 
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the transformation has not come easy. 
We all know that enormous economic, 
social, political changes need to be met 
and overcome in all the countries. And 
most of the countries have dem
onstrated a great willingness to sac
rifice. The problem is they just lack 
knowhow, resources, or channels to 
turn their dreams into reality. And 
NED comes along to help with that. 

Think about Chile and Nicaragua. 
They needed support for clean and fair 
elections. The Endowment was there. 
How about when the world turned a 
blind eye toward the violations of 
human rights and the plight of politi
cal prisoners in Cuba where there still 
are political prisoners. The Endowment 
was there. When Panamanians wanted 
information to get out to the world 
about the corruption taking place in 
their country, again, the Endowment 
was there. 

Never has the need been so evident 
and the National Endowment for De
mocracy remains in a unique position 
to provide the tools. We cannot be in 
the business of writing blank checks, 
and . I support ongoing efforts to in
crease accountability with NED, with
in NED. And the $5 million hold-back, 
I think, does a good job. I urge my col
leagues to oppose this amendment. Let 
us show the emerging democracies that 
we 'are committed to more than talking 
about democracy throughout the 
world. Our money simply has to be 
where our words are. We are getting a 
good return from this investment. 

There is much work to do. So I sug
gest we get on by fully supporting NED 
and rejecting this amendment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York, [Mr. WEISS]. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend, the distinguished chairman, 
for yielding time to me. It seems to me 
that the most effective point, most im
portant point is that that has been 
made by the distinguished chairman of 
the Intelligence Committee, Mr. 
McCURDY. And I think that we have 
sort of missed the implication of what 
he is saying. The reason that the Na
tional Endowment for Democracy, and 
I have not been, as my colleagues all 
know, an uncritical supporter of NED, 
no matter what it does, the reason that 
it has become necessary to create it 
and to support it is because we want to 
get away from what is truly an unac
countable situation. And that is the 
money that goes to the intelligence 
agencies, the CIA especially. 

Here where we have a request for 
moneys and help from democratic 
forces in countries around the globe, it 
was felt that it would be much better if 
in fact American institutions, using 
American taxpayers' moneys, were to 
provide the grants rather than a secret 
intelligence agency whose motives 
were always mixed as to what they 
really wanted to accomplish. 

I think that the effort has been, in 
regard to the pursuit of democracy, 
successful. The demands increase con
stantly for moneys. 

Where I think we all agree with the 
General Accounting Office and Mr. 
KANJORSKI is that there really has to 
be a tightening up of accounting proce
dures. But that demand, that request 
for tightening up ought not to blind us 
to the tremendous work that the NED 
does. And my hope and expectation is 
that under the distinguished leadership 
of the gentleman from California, we 
will in fact get that tightening up, be
cause if it does not happen, then in fact 
NED will be a creature of its own de
mise. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the genteman from 
New Jersey. [Mr. ANDREWS]. 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania for yielding time to me. I 
rise in support of his amendment. 

One of the best pieces of advice I 
have gotten in the short time I have 
been here is that be prepared when you 
go home to answer the questions people 
have about what you do here. Do not be 
afraid to vote what you think is right. 
Always be prepared to explain what 
you did. And as I approached this issue, 
I thought what I would say if someone 
back home said, Congressman, is this a 
necessary program that we have? Sure, 
it is necessary to promote democracy 
around the world, but I think we have 
the diplomatic and policymaking 
means within the State Department for 
that. We do not need a private entity 
to do that. 

Congressman, is this a well run pro
gram? Does it spend its money care
fully and prudently and wisely? The 
answer is, we do not know the answer 
to that. We have evidence that would 
suggest that in some instances the pro
gram has not administered its funds 
wisely, but most compellingly, we have 
an aura of disinformation or lack of in
formation around a program and we 
cannot answer that question. 

Congressman, are there better places 
we could put our money than this? 

0 1820 
Colleagues, in my district this ad

ministration purports it is going to 
save $36 million a year by closing the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard putting 
45,000 people out of work in my area; 
$36 million saved there versus $30 mil
lion spent here. 

Are there better uses in this country 
for this money? I think the answer is 
yes. 

I appreciate the arguments of those 
who oppose this amendment. I respect 
their point of view, but I especially ap
preciate the gentleman from Penn
sylvania putting forth the amendment. 

Let us make the world safe for de
mocracy, not make the world safe for 
the NED. 

I support the gentleman's amend
ment. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Florida. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I was very 
much taken by the gentleman's com
ment about the Department of State 
doing their job. I wonder if the gen
tleman is aware that the Department 
of State has set up a very strong letter 
of endorsement for this program and 
has been a very strong supporter of the 
program to complement the efforts. 
State has many programs like this. 
And they believe this is a good pro
gram, so much so that they are willing 
to go out of their way and say so. 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. Tore
spond, I am aware of the State Depart
ment's support for this. I just have so 
much confidence in their ability that I 
would rather see them do the job them
selves. I do not believe we need a pri
vate entity to do the job they are le
gally constituted to to. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the remainder of my time to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. AT
KINS]. 

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

There have been a number of accusa
tions that were leveled about the NED 
program in Romania. I happen to have 
had considerable experience with that 
program, having visited Romania 
shortly after the revolution and having 
watched the process, the development 
of a multiparty democracy, or the at
tempt at a multiparty democracy in 
Romania. 

The NED program was extraor
dinarily well run. It leveraged an enor
mous amount of private resources. The 
program provided for the first time in 
Romania access to the media for oppos
ing points of view. It was a program 
that was extraordinarily cost-effective 
and did things that the American Em
bassy was not capable of doing. Absent 
the involvement of the National En
dowment of Democracy, the Romanian 
Government, the old Communist Party 
Central Committee, would have con
trolled all of the information through 
the newspapers, through the radio sta
tions, through TV. 

It was thanks to NED that alter
native voices could be heard. It was 
thanks to NED that there were re
sources to build the capability for op
posing parties. It was done with an ex
tremely small amount of money. 

There were accusations that were 
leveled by some disgruntled Romanian 
parliamentarians. Anybody who has 
watched the Romanian Parliament 
knows that there will always be dis
gruntled Romanian parliamentarians. 
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Those accusations were totally and ab
solutely false. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposition to 
this amendment. Let us reflect here about the 
enormous changes that have occurred in the 
world in the last few years. Countries that to 
the United States were once alien and isolated 
are now pursuing democracy and a free and 
open system of government, albeit at times 
haltingly and inexpertly. The desire for new 
and responsive institutions is there, but in so 
many cases the expertise and the imagination 
for these pursuits are not as great. What NED 
has been so effective in doing has been to 
provide expertise, ideas, critical seed money 
and advice so that grass roots organizations, 
fledgling publications or newly appointed gov
ernment officials have access to the experi
ence and ideas long nurtured in this country. 
It is one small but significant way of having 
the United States reach out to new democ
racies very early on as a gesture of American 
friendship and goodwill. 

Mr. Chairman, NED oftentimes has a very 
difficult job. NED works in countries that have 
often been downtrodden for a long, and solid 
reputable organizations to work with are often 
hard to find. This means that mistakes will be 
made; this means that close scrutiny of grants 
and regular re-evaluations of grants is war
ranted; and it means that NED has to have an 
active and knowledgeable board and consult
ants. And, if there are reforms to be made in 
terms of NED's mission or if compliance pro
cedures are to be strengthened, then we 
should insist on these. But, this does not 
mean that NED's funding should be in jeop
ardy or its integrity questioned. 

I urge my colleagues to support the NED 
funding in this bill and to defeat this amend
ment. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remainder of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, if we listen to the ar
guments today, those of us that would 
be voting for this amendment are sup
posedly against democracy. I would 
hope that neither the American people, 
nor any of the Members of this Cham
ber, believe this. 

What we are talking about today is 
responsible legislation and control over 
a progrm gone wild. 

I have listened to the arguments that 
as democracy seems to be growing 
around the world, it can only be a high
er price tag for the American taxpayer. 
I hope that it not correct. 

If foreign aid has to increase, if de
fense expenditures have to increase, if 
intelligence expenditures have to in
crease, after the experience we have 
been through in the last 40 years, then 
maybe we cannot afford world democ
racy, particularly if it is going to be on 
the backs of the taxpayers of the Unit
ed States. 

I heard someone talk about the tre
mendous freedom and liberty we are 
about to experience in Kuwait. I pray 
to God that this happens, but I do not 
really see any evidence that anything 
we are doing or have done in the last 6 
months has moved that country any 
closer to freedom and democracy. 
Maybe there is some undertone. 

Maybe we are paying the bills of 
some of those Kuwaitis that were in 
Cairo dancing while our Armed Forces 
were fighting. 

All I would say is we are asking a pri
vate organization before they get any 
more money from the American tax
payers to account for the money they 
have had. They have had well over $130 
million in the last 5 or 6 years. They 
have had untold millions from AID, 
from the intelligence agencies and 
other agencies of this Government. It 
is time this Congress says to this pri
vate National Endowment for Democ
racy that even though some of us do 
not agree with that you should exist, 
the fact that you do exist means you 
must account to the American tax
payers and to this Congress as to how 
you spend our money. 

I would urge my colleagues, and par
ticularly the younger Members that 
have just joined this institution in the 
last 2 or 4 years, to realize that that is 
why they came here, to finally say no 
to some of these programs. 

All we are doing here is stopping this 
program at the 1989 level until we get 
an accounting. 

I would urge them to vote yes on this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN
JORSKI]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 189, noes 224, 
not voting 17, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Archer 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bevill 
Btl bray 
Bilirakis 
BUley 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Bruce 
Byron 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Carr 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clement 

[Roll No. 94] 
AYES--189 

Coble 
Collins (IL) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Cramer 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
DeFazio 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Durbin 
Early 
Eckart 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 

Evans 
Fields 
Ford (MI) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Gaydos 
Geka.s 
Geren 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Gray 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Harris 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Henry 

Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Klug 
Kolter 
LaRocco 
Lehman (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lloyd 
Long 
Luken 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McGrath 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Montgomery 
Murphy 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Nussle 
Obey 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allard 
Anderson 
Andrews (TX) 
Anthony 
Armey 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Callahan 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Chapman 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (Ml) 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Coyne 
Cunningham 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Downey 
Dreier 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Edwards (CA) 

May 15, 1991 
Olin 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickett 
Poshard 
Pursell 
Ra.hall 
Ramstad 
Ray 
Reed 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Russo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Savage 
Schaefer 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 

NOES--224 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
Fa.scell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goss 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Ha.stert 
Hayes(LA) 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holloway 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnston 
Ka.sich 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Laughlin 
Leach 

Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (VA) 
Snowe 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Taylor(MS) 
Thomas (GA) 
Torricelli 
Tra.ficant 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Washington 
Waters 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wyden 
Yates 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Levin (MI) 
Lewis (CA) 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (WA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Murtha 
Myers 
Neal(MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens(UT) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Paxon 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 



May 15, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 11155 
Porter Scheuer Thoma.s (WY) 
Price Schiff Thornton 
Quillen Schulze Torres 
Rangel Schwner Towns 
Ravenel Sha.w Traxler 
Regula Sikorski Vander Jagt 
Rhodes Skaggs Volkmer 
Richardson Slaughter (NY) Walsh 
Ridge Smith (NJ) Waxman 
Riggs Smith(OR) Weber 
Ritter Smith(TX) 

Weiss Rogers Solarz 
Weldon Rohraba.cher Solomon 
Wilson Ros-Lehtinen Spence 

Rose Spratt Wise 

Roybal Stokes Wolf 

Sabo Tallon Wolpe 
Sarpalius Tauzin Wylie 
Sawyer Taylor (NC) Yatron 
Saxton Thoma.s (CA) Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING-17 

Asp in Hatcher Lipinski 
Boxer Hopkins Moody 
Ding ell Lantos Mrazek 
Duncan Lehman (FL) Smith(FL) 
Frost Lent Smith(IA) 
Gibbons Levine (CA) 

D 1846 
Mr. McMILLAN of North Carolina, 

Mr. MARKEY, and Ms. SLAUGHTER of 
New York changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. HEFLEY, ROBERTS, DEL
LUMS, MFUME, PAYNE of New Jer
sey, and EMERSON, and Ms. WATERS 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above and recorded. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

you for the chance to speak today during con
sideration of Mr. KANJORSKI'S amendment to 
the State Department authorization bill. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat this amend
ment, which would cut authorization for the 
National Endowment for Democracy in half. To 
reduce funding so drastically would jeopardize 
the Endowment's achievements in strengthen
ing nascent democracies across the world. 

As a member of the Appropriations Sub
committee which has jurisdiction over State 
Department programs, I have had the oppor
tunity to become familiar with our Nation's ef
forts to promote the spread of democracy. By 
nourishing the concept of democratic decision
making overseas, the National Endowment for 
Democracy brings the best America has to 
offer-our fundamental principles of self-<:leter
mination--to a wide range of countries. It is 
also one of the most effective ways to protect 
our national security from hostile countries 
with anti-democratic, authoritarian aims~ 

A few weeks ago, former Senator William 
Fulbright was telling me how important edu
cational programs like the Fulbright Exchange 
have become in achieving our geopolitical 
goals. Many Fulbright scholars have returned 
to their homes in the Soviet Union, Eastern 
Europe, or China committed to the ideals of 
freedom and public participation in govern
ment. 

But only a few fortunate individuals have the 
opportunity to study or teach in the United 
States. What makes the work of the National 
Endowment for Democracy so special is that 
it brings an understanding of the democratic 
process to a much wider audience. 

Over the past few years, the Endowment 
has offered critical help to struggling demo-

cratic movements in Eastern Europe, Latin 
America, Asia, and Africa. In 1990, they pro
vided election assistance in Eastern Europe, 
Nicaragua, and Haiti. 

The winds of democracy have blown across 
the globe over the past 2 years, but obstacles 
to the consolidation of these changes remain. 
Although many countries have loosened an 
authoritarian grip on their people, these na
tions are still in transition to a democratic form 
of government. 

It is now, I would argue, that the supporters 
of democracy may need our assistance most. 
Without help in civic education, election assist
ance, and training of party officials and politi
cians, moves toward institutionalized pluralism 
in countries like Poland, Ni.caragua, Yugo
slavia,' and Haiti may falter. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I ask my col
leagues to vote against Mr. KANJORSKI's 
amendment. Slashing authorized funds for the 
National Endowment for Democracy might 
save us a few dollars, but it will be a step 
backward for struggling democracies across 
the world. 

THE LATE HONORABLE OMAR BURLESON 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BROOKS 
was allowed to proceed out of order.) 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, it is 
with a deep sense of sadness and per
sonal loss that I join my colleagues in 
remembering my friend and former 
Member of the House, the Honorable 
Omar Burleson, who passed away last 
night, May 14. 

Omar Burleson was a wonderful pub
lic servant, who began his service as 
the county attorney of Jones County, 
TX, and continued as the Jones County 
judge. He was a special agent in the 
FBI and secretary to Congressman Sam 
Russell of Texas before becoming gen
eral counsel for the Housing Authority 
of the District of Columbia in 1942. 
With the advent of World War II, Omar 
Burleson served in the U.S. Navy, with 
service in the South Pacific Theater. 

He was elected to the House of Rep
resentatives in the 80th Congress and 
represented the people of the Abilene, 
TX, area for over 30 years, from Janu
ary 1947, to December 1978. 

He was chairman of the Committee 
on House Administration when Sam 
Rayburn was Speaker, if Members re
call. He also served on the Joint Com
mittee on the Library, the Joint Com
mittee on Printing, and was a long
time member of the Ways and Means 
Committee before he left Congress. 

The people of Texas have lost a good 
friend in Omar Burleson and his family 
has my deepest sympathy. 

The funeral will be Friday at 3:30 in 
Anson, TX, at the Church of Christ. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, it is my sad 
duty to inform the Members of the House of 
Representatives of the passing of a former 
colleague and personal friend. Ornar Burleson, 
who represented the 17th District of Texas 
from January 1947 until his retirement in Janu
ary 1979, passed away Tuesday evening at 
the age of 85. 

I personally considered Omar my political 
mentor and friend. He was an active partici-

pant in my race for Congress in 1978 and has 
supported my efforts these past 12 years that 
I've served in the House of Representatives. 

Other Members of the House, who served 
with Omar, have told me what a thoughtful 
and diligent lawmaker he was and I readily 
agree. Omar Truman Burleson was the defini
tion of a gentleman's gentleman. 

During his congressional career he served 
on a number of powerful committees including 
Ways and Means and Budget and he was 
chairman of House Administration. 

Omar not only served the people of the 17th 
District of Texas, but the entire country. He 
was an inspiration to me and someone I tried 
to model myself after because he was patient, 
caring, and sincerely concerned about the 
people he represented while in Washington. 

Omar's funeral will be at 3:30 Friday after
noon at the Church of Christ in Anson, TX. 

D 1850 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to the bill? 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
I do so in order to engage in a col

loquy with the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. SARPALIUS]. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. SARPALIUS. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, given the historical 
context of the creation of the Amer
ican Institute in Taiwan and the cur
rent existence of Baltic diplomatic 
missions to the United States, I am 
concerned that the creation of a Baltic 
analog of the American Institute in 
Taiwan would imply a diplomatic 
downgrading of the Baltic States' cur
rent status. This was not the intent of 
the committee, was it? 

Mr. BERMAN. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I do so simply to say 
that I can assure the gentleman that 
that was not the intent of the commit
tee or of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLARZ]. When this bill comes 
back, we will make sure there is report 
language to make that fact clear. 

Mr. SARPALIUS. Mr. Chairman, 
since the U.S. Consulate in Leningrad 
is part of the United States representa
tion to the Soviet Union, I am con
cerned that an expansion of the Con
sulate to include Baltic offices sug
gests to the Soviets that the United 
States considers the Baltic States part 
of the Soviet Union. ·This was not the 
intent of the committee, was it? 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I can assure the 
gentleman it was definitely not the in
tent of the committee. There was no ef
fort to change fundamental American 
policy on that issue, and our intent was 
not to create any impression to the 
contrary. 

Mr. SARPALIUS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 
amendments to part A of title II? 

If not, the Clerk will read part B of 
title II. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

PART B-BUREAU OF EDUCATIONAL AND 
CULTURAL AFFAIRS 

SEC. D1. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
In addition to amounts otherwise made avail

able under section 201 tor such purposes, there 
are authorized to be appropriated to the Bureau 
of Educational and Cultural Affairs to carry out 
the purposes of the Mutual Educational and 
Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 the following 
amounts: 

(1) SALARIES AND EXPENSES.-For "Salaries 
and Expenses", $37,849,000 for the fiscal year 
1992. 

(2) FULBRIGHT ACADEMIC EXCHANGE PRO
GRAMS.-For the "Fulbright Academic Exchange 
Programs", $110,454,000 tor the fiscal year 1992. 

(3) HUBERT H. HUMPHREY FELLOWSHIP PRO
GRAM.-For the "Hubert H. Humphrey Fellow
ship Program", $5,682,000 tor the fiscal year 
1992. 

(4) INTERNATIONAL VISITORS PROGRAM.-For 
the "International Visitors Program", 
$44,336,000 tor the fiscal year 1992. 

(5) OTHER PROGRAMS.-For "East Europe 
Training Projects", "Citizen Exchange Pro
grams", and the "Congress-Bundestag Ex
change Program", $12,028,000 tor the fiscal year 
1992. 

(6) WORLD UNIVERSITY GAMES.-For cultural 
and exchange related activities associated with 
the 1993 World University Games in Buffalo, 
New York, $2,000,000 tor r~cal year 1992 and 
$2,000,000 tor fiscal year 1993. 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that part B be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PAXON 

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PAXON: On Page 

99 of the Bill, strike the period at the end of 
subsection (6), entitled "WORLD UNIVER
SITY GAMES.", and insert the following: ", 
provided that amounts authorized under this 
subsection are subject to all requirements 
governing United States Information Agency 
assistance to private organizations." 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PAXON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

this amendment on behalf of myself, 
Mr. NOWAK, Mr. LAFALCE, and Mr. 
HOUGHTON. I would like to thank Mr. 
NOWAK for drawing up this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
makes very clear that the funds au
thorized under this subsection very 
specifically will follow USIA assistance 
regulations. Very specifically, we want 
to make very clear that there is abso
lute determination that this funding 
will follow the appropriate regulations. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. NowAK], the gen-

tleman from New York [Mr. LAFALCE], 
and the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
HOUGHTON], for joining me in putting 
this together. 

I also thank the gentlewoman from 
Maine [Ms. SNOWE], who has agreed to 
this amendment and has worked with 
us to ensure that not only this amend
ment will pass but the important fund
ing for the World University Games 
can move ahead and can proceed. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
woman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE]. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and I com
mend him for his amendment. I appre
ciate it because I do think it is impor
tant that these cultural and edu
cational exchanges meet certain guide
lines, that they do not operate outside 
the guidelines of the U.S. Information 
Agency. In the past we have made con
gressional earmarks which have made 
it very difficult for the congressional 
review panel of the U.S. Information 
Agency to actually approve those ex
changes. So I do think it is important 
that these programs stay within the 
guidelines that have been established 
through memoranda at the agency. 

I appreciate the gentleman's amend
ment, and I accept it. 

Mr. PAXON. Again I want to thank 
the gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. 
SNOWE] for her assistance in this mat
ter. 

Mr. NOWAK. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, and I rise in 
support of this amendment. I want to 
reiterate some of the remarks. This 
program is, I think, a program that has 
great value to our country and cer
tainly we are happy that we could ac
commodate the concern of Ms. SNOWE 
with this amendment, and certainly we 
want to guarantee that these funds ac
complish the mission for which they 
are intended. This amendment will 
help realize those goals. I am in full 
support. 

Mr. LaFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. I wish to join with my col
leagues in support of this amendment. 
Again I thank Ms. SNOWE for her tre
mendous contribution, understanding, 
and cooperation in this endeavor. 

And please come to the University 
Games in Buffalo. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. PAXON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAffiMAN. Are there any fur

ther amendments to part B of title II? 
If not, the Clerk will read part C of 

title II. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
PART C-BUREAU OF BROADCASTING 

SEC. J41. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
There are authorized to be appropriated to the 

United States Information Agency tor the Bu
reau of Broadcasting tor carrying out title V of 
the United States Information and Educational 
Exchange Act of 1948 and the Radio Broadcast
ing to Cuba Act the following amounts: 

(1) SALARIES AND EXPENSES.-For "Salaries 
and Expenses", $196,942,000 tor the fiscal year 
1992. 

(2) TELEVISION AND FILM SERVICE.-For "Tele
vision and Film Service", $33,185,000 tor the fis
cal year 1992. 

(3) ACQUISITION AND CONSTRUCTION OF RADIO 
FACILITIES.-For "Acquisition and Construction 
of Radio Facilities", $98,043,000 tor the fiscal 
year 1992. 

(4) BROADCASTING TO CUBA.-For "Broadcast
ing to Cuba", $38,988,000 tor the fiscal year 1992. 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that part C be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

amendments to part C of title II? 
If not, the Clerk will read part D of 

title II. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
PART D-BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL 

BROADCASTING 
SEC. 261. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO BOARD FOR . INTER
NATIONAL BROADCASTING ACT OF 1973.-Sub
paragraph (A) of section 8(a)(l) of the Board tor 
International Broadcasting Act of 1973 (22 
U.S.C. 2877(a)(l)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(A) $218,660,000 tor the fiscal year 1992 and 
such additional amounts for such fiscal year as 
may be necessary to offset adverse fluctuations 
in torei,gn currency exchange rates; and". 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that part D be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-

ments to part D of title II? 
If not, the Clerk will read title III. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE Ili-MISCEUANEOUS FOREIGN 

AFFAIRS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. PLO COMMITMENTS COMPUANCE. 

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.-Beginning 30 
days after the date ot enactment of this Act and 
every 120 days thereafter, the President shall 
submit to the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives and the chairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations of the Senate a report, in 
unclassified form to the maximum extent prac
ticable, containing the following-

( I) a description of Palestine Liberation Orga
nization support (including all statements and 
activities) of the goals and objectives of Saddam 
Hussein and the Iraqi occupation of Kuwait; 

(2) a description of efforts by the Palestine 
Liberation Organization to open a "second 
front" against Israel from Lebanon during the 
Persian Gulf War; 

(3) a description ot the terrorist acts commit
ted or supported by the Palestine Liberation Or
ganization; 

(4) a description of actions or statements by 
the Palestine Liberation Organization as they 
relate to the Geneva commitments of December 
1988 regarding cessation of terrorism and rec
ognition of Israel's right to exist, including ac
tions or statements that contend that the de-
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clared "Palestinian state" encompasses all of Is
rael; 

(5) a description of the steps, if any, taken by 
the Palestine Liberation Organization to evict or 
otherwise discipline individuals or groups tak
ing actions inconsistent with the Geneva com
mitments; 

(6) a statement of whether the Palestine Lib
eration Organization, in accordance with proce
dures in Article 33 of the Palestinian National 
Covenant, has repealed provisions in that cov
enant which call for Israel's destruction; 

(7) a statement of whether the P LO has called 
on any Arab state to recognize and enter into 
direct negotiations with Israel or to end its eco
nomic boycott of Israel; 

(8) a statement of whether "Force 17" and the 
"Hawari Group", or other units directed by 
Yasser Arafat that have carried out terrorist at
tacks, have been disbanded and not reconsti
tuted under different names; 

(9) a statement of the PLO's position on the 
unrest in the West Bank and Gaza, and whether 
the P LO threatens, through violence or other 
intimidation measures, Palestinians in the West 
Bank and Gaza who advocate a cessation of, or 
who do not support, the unrest and who might 
be receptive to engaging in a peace process; 

(10) a statement of the position of the P LO re
garding the prosecution and extradition, if so 
requested, of known terrorists such as Abu 
Abbas, who directed the Achille Lauro hijacking 
during which Leon Klinghoffer was murdered, 
and Muhammed Rashid, implicated in the 1982 
bombing of the Pan Am jet and the 1986 bombing 
of a TWA jet in which four Americans were 
killed; 

(11) a statement of the position of the P LO on 
providing compensation to the United States vic
tims or the families of United States victims of 
P LO terrorism; 

(12) a description of PLO involvement in illicit 
drug trafficking; and 

(13) a description of the financial resources, 
assets, and holdings of the PLO and the sources 
of such resources, including the amount of fi
nancial support from each and every country 
contributing to the P LO. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-The term "Palestine Libera
tion Organization" or "PLO" includes the Pal
estine Liberation Organization, any of its con
stituent groups or factions, and any successors 
thereto or agents thereof. including any of its 
officers, officials, representatives, or spokes
persons. 
SEC. 802. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING RB· 

CIPROCAL DIPLOMATIC STATUS. 
It is the sense of Congress that-
(1) all United States law enforcement person

nel serving in Mexico should be accredited in 
the same manner and accorded the same status 
as United States diplomatic and consular per
sonnel serving as official representatives at 
United States posts in Mexico; and 

(2) all Mexican narcotics law enforcement per
sonnel serving in the United States should be 
accredited in the same manner and accorded the 
same diplomatic and consular status as United 
States Drug Enforcement Administration per
sonnel serving in Mexico. 
SEC. 803. EXPANSION OF UNITED STATES SUP

PORT FOR AND PRESENCE IN THE 
BALTIC STATES. 

Not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of State 
shall prepare and submit a report to the Con
gress regarding an enhanced United States pres
ence in the Baltic Republics. Such report shall 
assess the appropriateness of various types of 
United States instrumentalities that might be es
tablished in the Baltic Republics in furthering 
United States foreign policy interests, including 
information offices, branches of the United 
States Consulate in Leningrad, and a Baltic 
analogue of the American Institute in Taiwan. 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that title m be considered as 
read, printed in the RECORD, and open 
to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend

ments to title III? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OWENS OF UTAH 
Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. OWENS of Utah: 

Page 104, after line 21, insert the following: 
SEC. 304. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS CONCERNING 

SUSTAINED DIPLOMACY IN THE MID
DLE EAST. 

The Congress commends the Secretary of 
State for his sustained diplomatic efforts to 
establish dialogue and direct negotiations 
among parties to the Arab-Israeli dispute, 
and it is the sense of the Congress that the 
Secretary should continue such efforts to 
promote a peace process in the Middle East. 

Mr. BERMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous. con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 

as we speak, Secretary Baker is in J e
rusalem in meetings which will soon 
adjourn for the night and tomorrow he 
will hold a press conference. This 
amendment is an attempt to commend 
him, in a bipartisan expression of Con
gress' support for the very serious and 
sustained diplomatic efforts he has 
made in the Middle East to bring about 
a comprehensive peace, and to urge 
that he continue his efforts. 

He has traveled on four separate oc
casions, Secretary Baker has, making 
dozens of stops in eight countries, all 
in pursuit of a viable Arab-Israeli 
peace process. It is no easy undertak
ing. It is a high-risk venture with far 
greater chances for failure than suc
cess. 

Mr. Chairman, the peace process is 
an orphan. Each party to the conflict 
has an ample supply of advocates and 
activists, but there are scarce few for 
the process itself. This amendment is 
intended to say that in the Congress, 
and among the American people, there 
is a constituency for peace in the most 
volatile region in the world. There is a 
constituency for diplomacy which is 
endlessly frustrating and slow; which is 
mired in absurd detail. 

If there is anyone who can succeed in 
crafting a process acceptable to all 
sides, the simple means by which the 
parties can talk, it is this Secretary of 
State. James Baker is a deal maker, 
known for his courage for his skill in 
negotiations. While there is no short
age of controversy surrounding the 
means to this end, I think we can all 

agree that establishing a workable 
peace process is worthy of the Sec
retary's attention. I think he should be 
commended for it. 

This amendment, Mr. Chairman ex
presses the sense of the Congress that 
Secretary Baker should be commended 
for his vigorous and sustained diplo
matic efforts to establish dialog and di
rect negotiations among parties to the 
Arab-Israeli dispute. It urges him to 
continue with his work; to not lose in
terest or energy. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that it is im
portant that the Congress, in a strong 
bipartisan statement, express apprecia
tion for what he is doing and, more im
portant, even, to urge him to continue. 

The gulf war brought great capital 
and prestige to this country. The Sec
retary and the President could have 
chosen to spend it elsewhere, but they 
chose to spend much of it on the search 
for a comprehensive peace in the Mid
dle East. Secretary Baker has under
taken to establish a process over there 
which will bring the parties to the dif
ferent conflicts, Arab-Israeli, and the 
Palestinian-Israeli issues, to the nego
tiating table. 

0 1900 
Mr. Chairman, I think it is very im

portant to point out that partisanship 
stops, on this issue, at the water's edge 
and very important that Members of 
Congress join together to express our 
strong support, our strong bipartisan 
support, for him and for his courageous 
and skillful efforts. 

It is important, I think, Mr. Chair
man, that the parties with whom he is 
working understand that Congress is 
unified behind the Secretary of State 
in seeking peace, that Congress wants 
his efforts to succeed, and I urge my 
colleagues to support this amendment 
as an expression of the sense of Con
gress that his efforts be successful and 
that he be encouraged to continue 
them, notwithstanding the significant 
and ongoing discouragements which he 
gets. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. OWENS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. W ~LKER 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER: On 

page 104, after line 21, add the following new 
title: Title IV. The total amount authorized 
to be appropriated in this bill for FY 1992 
shall not exceed $5,021,682,000. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, this is 
the balanced budget amendment. Let 
me explain that. 

Mr. Chairman, we have had a lot of 
discussion on this floor over the last 
several years about balancing the 
budget, and we have had a lot of discus
sion about doing it through constitu
tional amendments, or whatever the 
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process may be. We have come up 
crappers on all of them. We simply 
have not been able to find any kind of 
solution that will get Congress to real
ly focus on what is necessary to bal
ance the budget. 

Taking last year's budget agreement, 
the 1991 budget agreement, I have 
asked staff at the Republican Study 
Committee to work out what it would 
take to reach a balanced budget by 
1995. This is what they have told me: 

If you take the assumption of last year's 
budget agreement, we could only increase 
spending in international and domestic ac
counts by 2.4 percent over the next 3 years in 
order to achieve a balanced budget. 

Mr. Chairman, that is what this 
amendment does in this bill. It sug
gests that we cannot spend any more 
this year or in 1992 than 2.4 percent 
above what we are spending in the 
present year. 

Now the committee suggests that 
what we can spend is 21 percent more 
than we are spending this year. My 
amendment says, "No, if you want to 
balance the budget, you're going to 
have to hold the increase to 2.4 per
cent," and I intend to offer this amend
ment, and others will be offering it, 
too, to a number of other bills. As bills 
come out here, we are going to try to 
hold the 2.4-percent cap. 

However, Mr. Chairman, in this par
ticular case we have a situation where 
the committee has suggested we in
crease spending by 21 percent. This 
amendment suggests only 2.4 percent. 

Now there will be some who will say, 
"Look, that's too much. You can't ex
pect it to come down that far." 

Mr. Chairman, let me read to my col
leagues some of the things that are in 
this particular bill where I suggest we 
could save the kind of money that I am 
talking about. Above the administra
tion requests we have assessed con
tributions to international organiza
tions. That is $278 million more than 
what the administration requests. We 
have $94 million of contributions to 
international peace-keeping activities. 
We have migration and refugee assist
ance at $109 million more. We have 
Asia Foundation at $2.6 million above 
request; protection of foreign missions 
and officials at $2 million above re
quest. We have Center for Cultural and 
Technical Interchange Between North 
and South at $10 million, not requested 
at all. We have World University 
Games, $2 million, not requested at all. 
We have the Claude and Mildred Pepper 
Scholarship Program, $1 million, not 
requested at all. We have literally hun
dreds of millions of dollars in this bill 
that no one requested and that the 
committee put in the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, all I am suggesting is 
that maybe, maybe if the priority in 
Congress is to balance the budget, that 
this is a place to start. 

Now I will be the first to admit that 
I understand that there are many peo-

ple here who have priorities other than 
balancing the budget. Fine. I say to 
them, "If you want to spend 21 percent 
more for State Department activities, 
you know, welcome to it. Vote against 
the Walker amendment. But if you're 
telling your constituents and you're 
telling other people that a high prior
ity with you is to actually balance the 
budget, then I think it's time that we 
begin to look at the details of these 
bills and we begin to make the tough 
choices.'' 

Mr. Chairman, I remember last year 
when we debated the balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution that 
some of us thought was a silver bullet 
that was needed in order to get Con
gress to be serious, and I remember 
some of the statements that were made 
on the floor. The distinguished chair
man, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS] who was carrying that bill on 
the floor at that time, he said to us, 
and I quote: 

It is high time to get down to the business 
of sound government and sound budget pol
icy. I urge my colleagues to reject House 
Joint Resolution 268, and to get serious 
about making hard choices on spending and 
the programs that truly deserve our tax dol
lars. We do not have the luxury of yet an
other illusion or deceptive fix when it comes 
to our economic future. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the issue here 
today. Are we going to simply have the 
illusion that someday budgets might 
get balanced, or do we start right now 
cutting down to that figure which is 
necessary in order to get the balanced 
budget? That figure, based upon last 
year's budget agreement, is a 2.4-per
cent spending increase. That is what 
this amendment does. This amendment 
holds the State Department to a 2.4-
percent spending increase in this year. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a re
sponsible amendment. It is indeed the 
balanced budget amendment. If applied 
across the board, we would achieve a 
balanced budget by 1995. 

I urge those who are truly serious 
about a balanced budget to join me in 
this effort today. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
woman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, as I un
derstand the amendment of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER], it would be flexible. It is not an 
across the board. It is a cap. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentlewoman 
from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] is absolutely 
correct. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentlewoman is absolutely correct. 
This amendment does not specify to 
anyone where the cuts have to be 

made. I read a list of things that I sug
gested are places where they have gone 
well above the administration requests, 
but the amendment is entirely flexible. 
If people wanted to make adjustments 
other than those, that is totally ac
ceptable. All my amendment does is 
says that there is a cap at a level of 2.4 
percent above what we are spending in 
1991 for fiscal year 1992, and the depart
ment can operate totally flexibly with
in that cap. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I know 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] raises a valid and legitimate 
point about this legislation, and I am 
sure other legislation that will come 
before this body, and it is whether or 
not we are going to get serious about 
controlling Federal spending, and, as I 
worked on this legislation and, I know, 
have worked with the majority on this 
issue, I do have some concerns because 
even where we have made shifts in the 
legislation, that funding has gone for 
special projects that Members have fa
vored. 

So, what we have here incorporated 
in this legislation, which does raise a 
concern, is international pork on some 
of the programs that should not be 
funded, and I object to that because I 
think that we have to begin at this 
point in the authorization process, as 
well as the appropriation process, to 
begin to rein in the increases in spend
ing over the previous fiscal year. In 
some areas of the budget it is very pru
dent. This is no question. But there are 
some substantial increase over last 
year. They are limited, but they do 
amount to a 22-percent increase over 
the 1991 appropriation, and that does 
pose difficulties, if we are trying to 
control the overall growth in Federal 
spending. 

So, Mr. Chairman, we have to begin 
now, and that means examining pro
gram by program, provision by provi
sion, in this legislation and all the 
other bills that come before the Con
gress. We have to assume personal re
sponsibility for funding programs in 
these packages in addition to where we 
have to deny it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
woman from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, in my 
State of Maine we have an 8.9-percent 
unemployment rate. The national aver
age is at least 7 percent, 7.1 percent. 
We ought to be concerned about the 
people who are losing their jobs be
cause, as the gentleman has men
tioned, we are not required to balance 
the Federal budget, we have no bottom 
line, we just have a bottomless pit. 
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So, I think we better begin to recog

nize the realities that people are facing 
at home, that local and State govern
ments are facing, by making choices, 
and there are choices that have not 
been made in this institution, and that 
is why we are held in such low esteem. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I want to com
mend the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. WALKER] for his amendment 
because I think we have to begin to 
take that direction. 

0 1910 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, re:. 

claiming my time, I thank the gentle
woman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] for her 
remarks. 

Mr. Chairman, I will point out that I 
expect the Members who oppose this 
amendment will stand up and tell us 
about all the high priority items that 
are down in there. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not disagree with 
that at all. I think there are a number 
of things in here that are very, very 
important things to spend money on, 
and I think that that is very nice to do. 
The only thing I would say is weigh 
that priority or whatever those prior
ities are against the priority of a bal
anced budget. If you think that the 
State Department authorization prior
ities are in fact more important than 
the balanced budget, you will be fine. 
Just vote against my amendment. But 
if you think that perhaps it is time 
that we get serious about balancing the 
budget, then I would suggest there is a 
route to go, and that is to begin a con
sistent process here of holding our 
spending habits down to the 2.4 percent 
which is necessary to get us to a bal
anced budget in a reasonable period of 
time. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong opposition to this amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment before 
us would cut $600 million from the $10.1 
billion authorization legislation for the 
Department of State, the U.S. Informa
tion Agency, and the Board of Inter
national Broadcasting. 

Mr. Chairman, the authorization bill 
before us was perhaps for the first time 
an authorization process, under the di
rection of our chairman, to do a zero 
sum authorizing. In other words, to 
break with the tradition of the past of 
authorizing far larger than the budget 
resolution would permit, or that the 
appropriators might appropriate with, 
and to restrain and constrain ourselves 
to the limits of the Budget Enforce
ment Act agreement of last year and of 
the House-passed budget resolution. 

Mr. Chairman, in a bipartisan fash
ion, with concurrence from every sin
gle member of the minority of the sub
committee, we established the prin
ciple that every addition to this bill 
from the administration's request, 
every addition would be compensated 
for by an offset somewhere else, with 

one exception, and one exception only, 
and that was a $109 million increase in 
the refugee and migration funding ac
count for overseas assistance because 
of the massive explosion of refugees 
worldwide. 

Mr. Chairman, for that $109 million, 
we would offset from the foreign assist
ance bill, which the chairman of our 
committee is now in the process of 
marking up and which will be on the 
floor in several weeks, so that within 
the 150 functions, when you took the 
State Department bill, the USIA bill, 
the BIB authorization, and the Foreign 
Assistance Act, there would be total 
consistency between the 150 account, in 
the budget enforcement agreement of 
last year, the caps on that account, the 
House-passed budget resolution, and 
the President's submission on this par
ticular issue. 

Mr. Chairman, for years we have 
heard Members from the other side of 
the aisle urging massive across-the
board cuts to deal with authorizations 
that went far beyond their budget reso
lution authority, because they did not 
have to comply with it, because it was 
the appropriations process that was af
fected. 

We exercised a level of self-restraint 
here, imposed in a sense by the request 
of our chairman, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. FASCELL], to avoid doing 
that once again. When the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] says 
it is a 21-percent increase in this bill, 
what he fails to mention, and what I 
am so sorry that the gentlewoman 
from Maine [Ms. SNOWE], who knows 
this, did not mention, is that a massive 
part of that increase is the 4-year au
thorization of arrearages that the 
President of the United States person
ally requested over and over again, 
that we finally gave him, only one
fourth of which is to be outlaid over 
this year, only one-fourth of which is 
to be scored on either budget authority 
outlays, and we have an OMB letter to 
suggest that. 

The second major increase is to fund 
a no-year authorization appropriation 
for the building program, because they 
have spent their surpluses and they 
needed a replenishment to continue 
with any kind of building program that 
they need to have for our embassies, 
for operation and maintenance of the 
embassies in the foreign building ac
count. This is the massive part of that 
increase. 

Mr. Chairman, to suggest that that 
represents some excessive spending, 
when we did exactly the opposite, I 
think is contrary. I am sorry the gen
tlewoman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE], the 
ranking minority member, did not 
point that out. 

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I want to thank the gentleman 

from California [Mr. BERMAN] for his 
statement, which I think lays out what 
this bill is all about and why these cuts 
are undesirable. 

1\Ir. Chairman, as the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BERMAN] mentioned, it 
is particularly undesirable in terms of 
the migration and refugee accounts be
cause, as we all know, this is a problem 
which has at least doubled in the 
course of the last decade. Whereas we 
were looking at 8 million refugees and 
displaced people in 1980, we are looking 
at over 15 million even before the Per
sian Gulf situation erupted. Now, of 
course, we are facing even more. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also point out 
to Members that in addition to trying 
to deal with the Persian Gulf situation, 
the Armenians, the various Asian situ
ations, one-eighth of these dollars go 
to assist the emigration of Soviet 
Jews. This is a cause to which just 
about every Member of this House sub
scribed during the 1970's and 1980's. We 
worked very hard to see that that 
happy day would come when Soviet 
Jews would finally be able to leave the 
Soviet Union, given the risks that they . 
were facing there and under new cir
cumstances they are now facing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BER
MAN] has expired. 

(At the request of Mr. GREEN of New 
York and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
BERMAN was allowed to proceed for 3 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, that event has now come to pass. 
So we are devoting a portion, not an 
enormous portion, but one-eighth of 
this money essentially is going to 
make good on the commitments that 
this Congress made when all of us 
passed the resolutions and signed the 
letters and did all of the things that we 
did in order to bring to pass the day 
when the Jews would be able to emi
grate from the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Chairman, for us to now go back 
on that commitment, by adopting this 
amendment, it seems to me would be a 
sorry day indeed for this Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BER
MAN] for his very vigorous opposition 
to this amendment. I think it is most 
important if we are going to live up to 
the commitment we made to the refu
gee situation in the past, and not just 
Soviet Jews, but around the world, 
that we do so. If there is one lesson we 
have learned I think from the Holo
caust, it was that this country ought 
to stand up to these situations, ought 
to be prepared to deal with them, and, 
the gentleman is certainly right, that 
this bill does deal with them. Now to 
cut the funding in this bill to deal with 
them would be a tragic mistake. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
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tleman from New York [Mr. GREEN] for 
his comments and willingness to stand 
up. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, let me express my ap
preciation to the chairman of the sub
committee, the gentleman from Cali-

. fornia [Mr. BERMAN], and the members 
of the subcommittee, for their excel
lent work with regard to the bill and 
staying within the budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to ask a ques
tion of the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BERMAN]. I would ask whether the 
Executive requests of the President 
have all been met, and is this bill with
in the budget, except for the refugee 
add-on? 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. F ASCELL. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the gentleman yielding time 
to respond to that request, as well as 
for his kind words. 

Mr. Chairman, yes. With the excep
tion of the $109 million, as we men
tioned, will come out of the foreign as
sistance authorization, this bill is 
under the request of the President, 
within the House budget resolution, 
and within the caps created by the 
Budget Reform Act. 

Mr. Chairman, if I might just use this 
opportunity to read a letter, it states: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have just been ad
vised that there are plans to offer an amend
ment which would make an overall cut of ap
proximately 10 percent, or nearly one-half 
billion dollars in the amounts authorized to 
be appropriated for FY 92 by the Foreign Re
lations Authorization act. 

Such a cut would be devastating for the 
President's ability to conduct an effective 
foreign policy. The bill as reported by the 
Foreign Affairs Committee is within the 
ceilings provided for the International Af
fairs function by last fall's Budget Enforce
ment Agreement and the President's budget 
request. For the most part this bill rep
resents a current services level for operating 
programs. The Administration simply can
not sustain effective diplomatic activities at 
the funding levels which the Walter amend
ment would provide. The Administration 
urges members to oppose the Walker Amend
ment and any other amendments which 
would reduce funding levels provided for in 
the committee reported bill H.R. 1415. 

Sincerely, 
JANET G. MULLINS, 

Assistant Secretary, Legislative Affairs. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to point out that I do not dis
agree with a thing the gentleman has 
said. It is within the budget, and so on. 
My only point would be that we are 
going to have to go way beyond last 

year's budget agreement if we are to 
achieve a balanced budget. That is 
what I am trying to do. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not disagree with 
anything the gentleman has presented. 
He is absolutely factual. I just think 
we have to do more, if we are going to 
get to a balanced budget. 

Mr. F ASCELL. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] is consist
ent. I just wanted to be sure that all 
Members understood we followed direc
tions and predicated our actions on the 
agreement, and that we have been very 
frugal. There has been a dollar-for-dol
lar layoff. We have tried to do every
thing we could, that the administra
tion wanted. Even with all of that, I 
will say to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER], we are at about 
97 percent of current services. So we 
are not meeting their real needs yet. 

D 1920 . 

I think in real dollars, and do not 
hold me to this, I cite this only as an 
example, in real dollars the budget 
today is less than it was 10 years ago. 

Mr. WALKER. I agree with the gen
tleman again. The point is that I am 
not certain how enthusiastic the ad
ministration is about a balanced budg
et. I thank the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 155, noes 248, 
not voting 27, as follows: 

Allard 
Applegate 
Archer 
Anney 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barton 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bilirakis 
BUley 
Boehner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Combest 
Condit 
Costello 
Cox(CA) 
Cra.ne 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
DeLay 

[Roll No. 95] 

AYEs-155 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dorgan(ND) 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Fa well 
Fields 
Franks(CT) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Heney 
Henry 
Harger 

Hobson 
Holloway 
Hubbard 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Jontz 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Klug 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
La\l8'hlin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lloyd 
Luken 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McEwen 
Miller(OH) 

Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Natcher 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Olin 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Patterson 
Petri 
Po shard 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ray 
Regula 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Atkins 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clement 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fetghan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Frank (MA) 
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Ritter 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Rowland 
Russo 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Savage 
Schaefer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith(OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stump 

NOEs-248 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hayes (lL) 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hyde 
Jefferson 
johnson (CT) 
Johnston 
Jones(GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Levin (Ml) 
Lewis (GA) 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey(NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martin 
Martinez 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 

Swift 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Traficant 
Upton 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Whitten 
Wylie 
Young(AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller(WA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Mora.n 
Morella 
Morrison 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Neal (MA) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens(UT) 
Panetta 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Rahal! 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slaughter (NY) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(NJ) 
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Solarz Thornton Weber 
Spratt Torres Weiss 
Staggers Torricelli Wheat 
Stallings Towns Williams 
Stenholm Traxler Wilson 
Stokes Unsoeld Wise 
Studds Vander Jagt Wolf 
Sundquist Vento Wolpe 
Swett Visclosky Wyden 
Syna.r Washington Yates Tanner Waters 

Yatron Thomas(GA) Waxman 

NOT VOTING-27 
Anthony Fish Levine (CA) 
Asp in Ford (TN) Lipinski 
AuCoin Frost Matsui 
Boxer Gibbons Moody 
Brown Hatcher Mrazek 
Clay Hopkins Smith(FL) 
DeFazio Lantos Smith (IA) 
Ding ell Lehman(FL) Stark 
DWYer Lent Stea.rns 

0 1943 
Mr. PAXON changed his vote from 

"aye" to "no." 
Messrs. NICHOLS, SLATTERY, and 

REGULA changed their vote from "no" 
to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I was 
unavoidably detained on rollcall No. 95, 
the VValker amendment to the State 
Department authorization bill. I would 
like the RECORD to show that had I 
been present I would have voted "aye." 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other 
amendments to title III? 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word for the purpose 
of a colloquy with the chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. FASCELL]. 

It is my understanding that there are 
no other amendments to this legisla
tion. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
think we should all express our appre
ciation to the gentleman in the chair 
who has conducted this entire matter 
with great competence and capability. 

I rise to take just 1 minute to point 
out, Mr. Chairman, that in this legisla
tion that we have authorized an initia
tive of President Bush on an agreement 
reached in Paris on the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe for 
the new parliamentary body, which the 
President envisioned and to which the 
United States is committed. VVe have 
agreed to participate in that body. The 
Commission on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe, chaired by our distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. HOYER] on the House 
side, plays and continues to play a key 
role in the whole process of CSCE. 
They have the experience. They have 
the expertise. It will be indispensable 
to the U.S. delegation at the CSCE par
liamentary conference, as well as the 
ministerial meetings. 

For that reason, we have urged the consider carefully the amendments which will 
Speaker, and we are making this legis- be offered to H.R. 1415, authorizing funds for 
lative history to be sure that in each the Department of State, the U.S. Information 
U.S. delegation going to the CSCE par- Agency, and the Board for International Broad
liamentary conference that at least casting. Mr. Speaker, while there are a num
two Members of the congressional ber of provisions in the bill which foster sound 
CSCE Commission be members of that foreign policy and responsible promotion of 
body. VVe have been assured by the U.S. interests abroad, several provisions de
Speaker of the House that he agrees serve close scrutiny and amendment. 
fully with that concept. At this time, I want to highlight a number of 

Mr. HOYER. VVill the gentleman the provisions included in the bill, as reported 
yield? by the Foreign Affairs Committee. One of the 

Mr. BERMAN. I am happy to yield to most significant provisions of H.R. 1415, is the 
the gentleman from Maryland. authorization of additional moneys for migra-

Mr. HOYER. I know how enthusiastic tion and refugee assistance. This significant 
the Members are hearing this colloquy, increase--from $485.6 million to $600 mil
but I want to thank the chairman for lion-reflects the grave, desperate needs of 
his recognition of the role that the Hel- the millions whose lives have been uprooted 
sinki Commission has played in this. I by war, civil strife, famine, or natural disaster. 
want to congratulate the chairman for It is estimated that 18 million people are on 
the extraordinary talent he showed in the move, struggling to keep body and soul to
reaching negotiation to create the par- gather. The most affected group of refugees 
liamentary assembly, and thank him are the children and their mothers-estimated 
for his comments and his work on en- at about 80 percent of the refugee population 
suring this. in Africa, and 50 percent of the refugee popu-

Mr. FASCELL. VVe look forward to lation in northern Iraq. 
continuing the cooperation. The moneys in this bill are targeted at the 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I rise in special needs of refugees forced to flee their 
support of H.R. 1415. I would like to congratu- homes in Liberia, Sudan, Nicaragua and El 
late the gentleman from California [Mr. BER- Salvador, and Afghanistan, for the Palestin
MAN] and the gentleman from Florida [Mr. FAS- ians in Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, and, of im
CELL] for their excellent work on this bill. mediate need, assistance for the hundreds of 

Last week, I introduced a bill, H.R. 2258, thousands who took flight from postwar, Hus
the Freedom From Want Act. In that bill, which sein-terrorized Iraq. The funds earmarked for 
contains a long series of measures to reduce refugees in Israel are expected to contribute to 
hunger not only in its immediate symptoms but the costs of transportation of Soviet and East 
at its root causes, one section of the bill deals European citizens, as well as the resettling of 
with refugees. Ethiopian Jews in Israel. 

Mr. Chairman, the world's 18 million refu- In addition to U.S. assessed contributions to 
gees and roughly equal number of displaced over 40 international organizations such as the 
people remain among the most miserable, ne- United Nations, the bill includes moneys for 
glected people in our world. As chairman of the payment of arrearages owed by the United 
the Hunger Committee, I have visited refugee States. Following passage of the Solomon
camps and seen the suffering of displaced Kassebaum amendment which I supported at 
people around the world. Most recently, I and the time of its passage in 1985, the United 
four of my colleagues witnessed this misery States began to withhold a percentage of as
firsthand on our trip to the refugee camps at sessed contributions, and arrearages have ac
the Turkish border. cumulated. As mandated by the Kassebaum-

The Select Committee on Hunger has held Solomon amendment, the United States has 
hearings on refugees and displaced people pressed for change in the U.N. budgetary 
and requested a GAO report on the problems process, insisting that the U.N. budget must 
of refugees. These all show that humanitarian be approved by consensus. In response to the 
organizations are underfunded to an extent changes which have been effected at the Unit
that hampers their ability to respond to emer- ed Nations, the Kassebaum-Soloman financial 
gencies like those in the mountains of the leveraging provisions are altered by H.R. 1415 
Iraq, the flood. plains of Bangladesh, and the and grant the President discretionary authority 
Hom of Africa. to withhold funds should budget reform not 

This bill, by authorizing appropriations of continue. Furthermore, H. R. 1415 provides for 
$600 million for fiscal year 1992 and $650 mil- payment of the arrearages to the United Na
lion for fiscal year 1993 for "Migration and tions in equal amounts over the next 4 fiscal 
Refugee Assistance," will enable the U.S. to years. 
better support the international response to Authorization for USIA's Bureau of Broad
emergency situations around the world, includ- casting has been limited to fiscal year 1992, in 
ing in and around Iraq and in Sub-Saharan Af- expectation of a comprehensive review of the 
rica. These numbers are the same as those • breadth of broadcasting activities which will 
contained in the Freedom From Want Act. I soon be submitted by a task force appointed 
applaud the Foreign Affairs Committee for in- by the President. The release of the report will 
creasing the administration's request for fiscal afford the Subcommittee on International Op
year 1991 by more than $100 million for this erations the opportunity to consider all broad
work. I am convinced that the extra money will casting programs. In the interim, however, I 
be needed. would like to note that I am very supportive of 

I urge my colleagues to support this bill. proposals to expand USIA broadcasts in 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, China and Southeast Asia. Having returned 

as a member of the Subcommittee on Inter- from the Peoples' Republic of China, I know 
national Operations, I urge my colleagues to they need more extensive and accurate re-
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porting of national and international news in down and rebuild remedy has been the fa
that country. Similarly, the people are anxious vored solution by the intelligence experts-the 
for access to objective programming that nur- intelligence community, security professionals, 
tures democratic thought and free market and two distinct interagency reviews by the 
economies. current and previous administration. Anything 

Mr. Speaker, I fully support the allocation short of the tear-down, rebuild proposal rep
targeted to the National Endowment for De- resents a piecemeal approach that cannot en
mocracy [NED). The effective work of the En- sure our Embassy personnel the adequate, 
dowment-especially through the party organi- secure--verifiably secure--space they need to 
zations-in training and offering assistance to work. 
prodemocracy groups and parties in nascent I want to commend both the chairman, Mr. 
and fledgling democracies has silenced its BERMAN and ranking member, Mrs. SNOWE, for 
early critics. Over the years, NED has helped their diligent efforts to bring this bill to the floor 
lay the foundation for peaceful transitions of for consideration. Careful study of the issues 
political power through the electoral process contained in this bill will display the impor
and has nurtured indigenous seedbeds of po- tance of the mechanics-and programs
litical thought and debate. Mr. Speaker, the which help promote U.S. foreign policy. 
outstanding projects in the countries recently Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, the dramatic 
liberated from Communist rule--such as East increase in refugees since last year has ere
Germany, Hungary, and the Czech and Slovak ated an urgent challenge for the Congress and 
Federative Republic-have displayed the ef- the American people. The current suffering of 
fectiveness of NED's .work. 1 would strongly refugees from Iraq as a result of Saddam Hus
urge my colleagues to vote against the sein's persecution of his own people has un
amendment being offered by our colleague, derlined the plight of the world's 18 million ref
Mr. KANJORSKI, which would axe NED's budg- ugees. 
et in half. 1 do not believe that proposal re- During the past year, the deprivations of war 
fleets the commitment of the Congress to and domestic repression, sometimes com
worldwide human and political rights, nor does pounded by natural calamities, have prompted 
the amendment being offered by the gen- massive flights of refugees and discouraged 
tleman from Pennsylvania realize the value of their return home. Greater than anticipated 
the various programs promoted through the flows of refugees justify the $1 09.4 million or 
National Endowment for Democracy. 22.3 percent increase in the authorization for 

Mr. Speaker, 1 am eager to read the findings refugee assistance above the amount re
of the secretary of State's report required by quested by the administration. Our humani
H.R. 1415 that will assess the potential for en- tarian interests and world leadership role re
hanced u.s. presence in the Baltic Republics. quire the substantial U.S. response signified 
Having recently met with the leaders of the by this augmented authorization for migration 
Baltics-Lithuanian President Vytautas and refugee assistance. 

In addition to Iraqi refugees needs, this bill 
Landsbergis, Latvian Prime Minister lvars anticipates an increase in humanitarian needs 
Godmanis and Estonian Council Chairman Ar- of Palestinians from Saudi Arabia and Kuwait 
nold Ruutel in their capitals and here in Wash- along with new refugees from Afghanistan and 
ington-1 know they desire to have more for-
mal ties and closer involvement with the Unit- the slower repatriation of earlier Afghan refu-

gees. This increased authorization also would 
ed States. The required report will consider provide for slower than anticipated repatriation 
the viability of opening information offices, of Nicaraguan and El Salvadoran refugees, 
consulate branches, and an office similar to the heightened number and burden on first 
the American Institute in Taiwan. I have joined asylum countries of refugees from Liberia, so
as an original cosponsor of Helsinki Commis- malia, and Sudan and the continued plight of 
sion Chairman Representative STENY HOYER's refugees from Cambodia and Burma. It would 
bill, House Joint Resolution 179, which would also authorize more funding for voluntary pri
promote the idea of establishing information vate agencies to transport, resettle, and ab
offices in the Baltics to serve as a form of po- sorb Soviet, other East European and Ethio
litical recognition and support for the Baltic pian refugees within Israel's pre-1967 borders. 
Republics. I believe such formal contacts will The road toward establishing a more demo
appropriately display our commitment-a 50- cratic and humane world order is beset with 
year commitment of not recognizing the fore- obstacles and frustration which the United 
ible annexation of Lithuania, Latvia, and Esto- States must squarely face if its objective is to 
nia by the Soviet Union-to the Baltics. I am be achieved. The interest of the United Statl9s 
hopeful that the report will help illuminate the in upholding human rights around the world 
best strategy for the United States to take in carries with it a corresponding humanitarian 
helping the Baltic Republics attain their inde- commitment to extend a helping hand to those 
pendence. . refugees who have been the victims of human 

As my col!ea~ues ~tudy th1s State Depart- rights abuses. This authorization for migration 
ment authonzat1on b1ll, I encourage you to • and refugee assistance would demonstrate 
analyze carefully the cu_rrent language and our substantive as well as principled support for 
colleague Representative OLYMPIA SNOWE's those people whose denial of human rights 
amendment regarding the U.S. Embassy in has forced them to become refugees. 
Moscow. I strongly urge my colleagues to sup- Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I take this occa
port Republican SNOWE's proposal to tear sion to express my support of H.R. 1415, the 
down the current building under construction, State Department authorization, a bill which 
and properly build a secure Embassy building contains many important provisions concern
using only U.S. materials and workmanship. ing the management and funding of the De
Construction on the structure which was rid- partment of State. 
died with sophisticated eavesdropping equip- I would like to focus my remarks on one 
ment ceased in 1985. Since that time the tear- issue which is of particular interest to the peo-

pie of New York. As the home of the United 
Nations, the city of New York incurs consider
able expenses to provide protection and other 
security services to foreign dignitaries who 
work in, or visit, the United Nations. 

In recognition of New York City's additional 
expenditures, the State Department provides 
reimbursements for these protective services. 
This arrangement is both useful and cost-ef
fective for the Federal Government-it is far 
cheaper for the State Department to rely on 
the city of New York for security services to 
protect foreign dignitaries than to provide 
these services through private contractors. 

Unfortunately, however, the costs of these 
services over the last few years have ex
ceeded the level of reimbursements. The city 
of New York calculates that the authorized 
level falls several million dollars below the cost 
of providing the services. This situation has re
sulted in substantial unpaid back-claims. 

In response to this shortfall, I offered an 
amendment to the State Department author
ization to increase the funding level for these 
security services. My amendment-which was 
approved by the committee and is included in 
the bill before the House today-adds an addi
tional $2 million in fiscal year 1992 and $4 mil
lion in fiscal year 1993 above the current level 
of funding. 

These additional funds will help compensate 
the city .of New York for the costs associated 
with hosting the United Nations. I would like to 
thank the chairman of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee and the chairman of the Inter
national Operations Subcommittee for their 
willingness to work with me to ensure that 
these additional funds were available to reim
burse the city of New York. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, today I 
was planning to offer two amendments to the 
State Department authorization bill on a Con
vention on the Right to Food, and reform of 
the United Nations disaster response system. 
However, I have reached an agreement with 
the chairman of the full committee, Mr. FAS
CELL, and the chairman of the subcommittee, 
Mr. BERMAN, that these two amendments will 
be incorporated into the foreign aid bill. I ap
preciate the chairmen's willingness to accom
modate these two timely amendments, which 
will greatly expand the ability of the United Na
tions to deliver food and humanitarian aid in 
emergency situations. 

My recent trip to the Kurdish refugee camps 
on the Turkey-Iraq border clearly illustrated 
some of the problems of the international sys
tem's response to disasters. The United Na
tions is unable to respond quickly and effec
tively to disasters for two reasons-one is po
litical and the other is bureaucratic. My first 
amendment, calling for a U.N. Convention on 
the Right to Food, would address the political 
problem by giving the United Nations greater 
legal authority to provide food to at-risk popu
lations in countries block relief for political pur
poses. 

The second amendment, calling for overall 
reform of the U.N. mechanism for responding 
to international disasters and emergencies, 
would address the bureaucratic problems. I 
am happy to have these amendments incor
porated into the foreign aid bill and hope that 
the Congress will play an active leading role in 
pressing forward on much needed reforms in 
the United Nations response to disasters. 
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Mr. ESPY. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank 

the distinguished chairman, Mr. BERMAN, and 
members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
for their work on H.R. 1415, for reauthorization 
of programs of the State Department. 

I am especially pleased that in section 1 04 
of this legislation the committee is increasing 
the authorization for migration and refugee as
sistance to $600 million for fiscal year 1992-
some $1 09 million above the Presidenrs re
quest. 

As you know, this is the same amount re
quested in legislation introduced by the chair
man and ranking member of the Hunger Com
mittee, which I have cosponsored, to increase 
U.S. aid for refugee assistance programs. 

Included in this amount is $100 million for 
overseas assistance for refugees in Africa in 
response to the large increases in refugees in 
Somalia, Liberia, the Sudan, Ethiopia, and Mo
zambique-assistance which is desperately 
needed at this time. 

In the past few weeks, the world has nec
essarily turned its attention to the plight of 
Kurdish refugees; 

Relief organizations have been forced to re
spond to the plight of Bangladesh and other 
areas in desperate need of humanitarian as
sistance. 

At the same time conditions in the war-torn 
Hom of Africa have deteriorated to the point 
where more than 1 million people are at im
mediate risk of starvation. 

Just in the last few days, many have gradu
ally discovered that the prospects for starva
tion in the Horn of Africa exceed the tragedy 
which we witnessed during the last decade. 

Mr. Chairman, the pictures of men, women, 
and children dying from starvation which 
shocked the world, and which so moved Mick
ey Leland and others to give their lives, are 
about to reappear. 

So I want to thank the committee for in
creasing funds for refugee assistance. We 
have a moral obligation to provide this assist
ance-and we must find the means to do 
even more. 

I urge my colleagues to give this reauthor
ization bill their full support. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, this bill con
tains many provisions designed to promote 
peace and democracy and ease the suffering 
of people all over the globe. I would like to call 
attention to a piece of report language con
tained in this bill that serves both these ends, 
but might otherwise go unnoticed. 

As information technologies become more 
and more advanced, we can receive instanta
neous and gruesome accounts of repressive 
regimes across the globe. 

But this information can and should go both 
ways. ., / 

As the communication field advances, we 
also have the opportunity, like never before, to 
provide up-to-date information to different sec
tors of the world. 

Just as Radio Free Europe and Radio Lib
erty have provided indispensable information 
to the prodemocracy movements in Eastern 
Europe, surrogate broadcasting to Asia could 
affect the democracy movements in China and 
other countries with brutal, repressive govern
ments. 

Early this year I introduced legislation to 
create Radio Free China, a broadcast that 

would provide uncensored news to the Chi
nese people. 

Some may wonder why we need more 
broadcasting to China, since the Voice of 
America is already there 13 hours a day. 
Radio Free China would provide news specifi
cally tailored to the needs of the Chinese and 
would work as a local radio station, represent
ing the unofficial voice of freedom for the Chi
nese. 

At the same time Representative HELEN 
BENTLEY introduced similar legislation calling 
for surrogate broadcasting to other countries 
in South Asia. Combined, our bills are a vital 
component in educating the people of Asia 
about the rise of democracy in their own coun
tries as well as in other parts of the world. 

This bill report recognizes the need for sur
rogate broadcasting to countries in Asia where 
many of the basic freedoms, including access 
to information, are being denied and encour
ages the President's Task Force on United 
States Government International Broadcasting 
to include broadcasting to China, North Korea, 
Vietnam, Cambodia, Burma, and other Asian 
countries in its study of international broad
casting. 

Mr. Speaker, people all across the globe 
have the right to control their own destiny and 
part of that is having access to the truth. 
Radio Free China is an essential ingredient in 
this process and I commend Representative 
BERMAN and the ranking member of Inter
national Operations, Representative SNOWE as 
well as the full committee chair and ranking 
minority member for including this provision. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, the migration 
and refugee assistance provisions of the State 
Department authorization bill, H.R. 1415, re
spond to the dramatic increase in the number 
of refugees in the world since last year. This 
situation has created an urgent challenge for 
the Congress and the American people. The 
current suffering of refugees from Iraq as a re
sult of Saddam Hussein's persecution of his 
own people has underlined the plight of the 
world's 18 million refugees. 

During the past year, the deprivations of war 
and domestic repression, sometimes 
compounded by natural calamities, have 
prompted massive flights of refugees and dis
couraged their return home. Greater than an
ticipated flows of refugees justify the $109.4 
million or 22.3 percent increase in the author
ization for refugee assistance above the 
amount requested by the administration. Our 
humanitarian interests and world leadership 
role require the substantial U.S. response sig
nified by this augmented authorization for mi
gration and refugee assistance. 

In addition to Iraqi refugees' needs, this bill 
anticipates an increase in humanitarian needs 
of Palestinians from Saudi Arabia and Kuwait 
along with new refugees from Afghanistan and 
the slower repatriation of earlier Afghan refu
gees. This increased authorization also would 
provide for slower than anticipated repatriation 
of Nicaraguan and El Salvadoran refugees, 
the heightened number and burden on first 
asylum countries of refugees from Liberia, So
malia, and Sudan and the continued plight of 
refugees from Cambodia and Burma. It would 
also authorize more funding for voluntary pri
vate agencies to transport, resettle, and ab
sorb Soviet, other East European, and Ethio
pian refugees within Israel's pre-1967 borders. 

The road toward establishing a more demo
cratic and humane world order is beset with 
obstacles and frustration which the United 
States must squarely face if its objective is to 
be achieved. The interest of the United States 
in upholding human rights around the world 
carries with it a corresponding humanitarian 
commitment to extend a helping hand to those 
refugees who have been the victims of human 
rights abuses. This authorization for migration 
and refugee assistance would demonstrate 
substantive as well as principled support for 
those people whose denial of human rights 
has forced them to become refugees. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, the State De
partment authorization bill, H.R. 1415, con
tains many provisions designed to promote 
peace and democracy and ease the suffering 
of people all over the globe. I would like to call 
attention to a piece of report language con
tained in the bill that serves both these ends, 
but might otherwise go unnoticed. 

As information technologies become more 
and more advanced, we can receive instanta
neous and gruesome accounts of repressive 
regimes across the globe. 

But this information can and should go both 
ways. 

As the communication field advances, we 
also have the opportunity, like never before, to 
provide up-to-date information to different sec
tors of the world. 

Just as Radio Free Europe and Radio Lib
erty have provided indispensable information 
to the prodemocracy movements in Eastern 
Europe, surrogate broadcasting to Asia could 
affect the democracy movements in China and 
other countries with brutal, repressive govern
ments. 

Early this year I introduced legislation to 
create Radio Free China, a broadcast that 
would provide uncensored news to the Chi
nese people. 

Some may wonder why we need more 
broadcasting to China, since the Voice of 
America is already there 13 hours a day. 
Radio Free China would provide news specifi
cally tailored to the needs of the Chinese and 
would work as a local radio station, represent
ing the unofficial voice of freedom for the Chi
nese. 

At the same time Representative HELEN 
BENTLEY introduced similar legislation calling 
for surrogate broadcasting to other countries 
in South Asia. Combined, our bills are a vital 
component in educating the people of Asia 
where about the rise of democracy in their 
own countries as well as in other parts of the 
world. 

This bill report recognizes the need for sur
rogate broadcasting to countries in Asia where 
many of the basic freedoms, including access 
to information, are being denied and encour
ages the President's task force on U.S. Gov
ernment International Broadcasting to include 
broadcasting to China, North Korea, Vietnam, 
Cambodia, Burma, and other Asian countries 
in its study of international broadcasting. 

Mr. Speaker, people all across the globe 
have the right to control their own destiny and 
part of that is having access to the truth. 
Radio Free China is an essential ingredient in 
this process and I commend Representative 
BERMAN and the ranking member of Inter
national Operations, Representative SNOWE as 



11164 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE May 15, 1991 
well as the full committee chair and ranking 
minority member for including this provision in 
the State Department authorization. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in su~ 
port of this legislation and commend Mr. BER
MAN for bringing it to the floor. 

I also want to thank him for all the consider
ation he gave me in securing an increased au
thorization for the resettlement of Soviet and 
Ethiopian Jewish refugees in Israel, a program 
that has long been of concern to me. 

This bill addresses a serious need by in
creasing refugee assistance both above last 
year's level and above the administration re
quest. It authorizes $600 billion in fiscal year 
1992 and $650 million in fiscal year 1993. 

The need for this increased authorization is 
all too obvious. Worldwide the number of refu
gees has soared to almost 18 million from 
16.7 million prior to the Mideast war. 

Since April, more than 1.5 million Iraqi refu
gees, mostly Kurds, have fled Saddam Hus
sein's repression and have sought asylum in 
Iran, Turkey, and the United States-occupied 
areas of Iraq. Millions more-Kurds, Shiites, 
Assyrian Christian, Iraqi Jews-are likely to 
move toward the border areas as United 
States and other allied forces pull out, taking 
with them the umbrella of protection they pro
vide for Iraq's minorities. 

But the Mideast is not the only area where 
we see the need for increased refugee fund
ing. Throughout the worl~n Africa, Latin and 
Central America, and along the Thai-Cam
bodia border~onditions are dire. 

This aid could mean the difference between 
life and death for hundreds of thousands, if 
not millions. America just cannot look away, 
and we will not. 

This bill also provides $75 million to help Is
rael absorb the hundreds of thousands of So
viet Jewish refugees who arrive in that country 
daily. 

This year, even with the threat-and then 
the reality-of war, 225,000 refugees will ar
rive. Last year, 184,730 came to the Jewish 
state. 

The present cost of transporting Soviet 
Jews to Israel is $200 million a year. The refu
gee assistance funds in this bill will allay these 
costs. It also will assist Romanian and Iranian 
Jews, as well as the Ethiopians who are arriv
ing daily in substantial numbers. 

It is important to note that none of the funds 
in this bill will be used to settle refugees be
yond Israel's 1967 borders. It is a long-estatr 
lished policy of the United Israel Appeal, which 
administers this program, that United States 
Government funds-as well as funds raised 
privately-only be spent within the so-called 
green line. 

In short, I am pleased to support this legis
lation. Earlier there had been the fear that we 
would increase aid for one group of refugees 
by reducing aid for another. 

Mr. BERMAN has made clear from day one 
that it was his intention that we increase the 
overall authorization so that we would not pit 
one group of needy people against another. 
He has succeeded in that goal and I congratu
late him. The world will be a less harsh place 
thanks to his efforts. 

The CHAffiMAN. Are there any fur
ther amendments to title lli? 

The question is on the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

0 1950 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. HOYER) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. SWIFT, 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, ha'ving 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
1415) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal years 1992 and 1993 for the De
partment of State, and for other pur
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 
147, he reported the bill back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

tion numbers, punctuation, and cross 
references, and to make such other 
technical and conforming changes as 
may be necessary to reflect the action 
of the House in amending the bill, H.R. 
1415, the Foreign Relations Authoriza
tion Act, fiscal years 1992 and 1993. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 1415, the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

the rule, the previous question is or- ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
dered. PRO TEMPORE 

Is a separate vote demanded on any The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute HOYER). The Chair desires to make an 
adopted by the Committee of the announcement. 
Whole? If not, the question is on the After consultation with the majority 
amendment. · and minority leaders, and with their 

The amendment was agreed to. consent and approval, the Chair an-
The bill was ordered to be engrossed nounces that during the joint meeting 

and read a third time, was read the to hear an address by Her Majesty Eliz
third time, and passed, and a motion to abeth the Second, only the doors 1m
reconsider was laid on the table. mediately opposite the Speaker and 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid

ably absent on official business during rollcall 
vote No. 90 on Wednesday, May 15, 1991. 
Had I been present on the House floor I would 
have cast my vote as follows: 

Rollcall No. 90: "Aye" on the Berman en 
bloc amendment to the State Department au
thorization bill, H.R. 1415. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 392 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the name of 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. WIL
SON] be removed as a cosponsor of the 
bill, H.R. 392. His name was added in 
error. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 1415, FOR
EIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 1992 
AND 1993 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that in the engross
ment of the bill, H.R. 1415, the Clerk be 
authorized to make corrections in sec-

those on his right and left will be open. 
No one will be allowed on the floor of 

the House who does not have the privi
lege of the floor of the House. 

Due to the large attendance which is 
anticipated, the Chair feels that the 
rule regarding the privilege of the floor 
must be strictly adhered to. 

Children of Members will not be per
mitted on the floor, and the coopera
tion of all Members is requested. 

HEALTH CARE LIABILITY REFORM 
AND QUALITY OF CARE IM
PROVEMENT ACT OF 1991-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary, the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, and the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, and or
dered to be printed. 
To the Congress of the United States: 

I am pleased to submit for your con
sideration and enactment the "Health 
Care Liability Reform and Quality of 
Care Improvement Act of 1991." 

This legislative proposal would assist 
in stemming the rising cost of health 
care caused by medical professional li
ability. During recent years, the costs 
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of defensive medical practice and of 
litigation related to health care dis
putes have skyrocketed. As a result, 
the access to quality care for signifi
cant portions of the population has 
been threatened. 

The bill would encourage States to 
adopt within 3 years quality assurance 
measures, tort reforms, and alternative 
dispute resolution mechanisms. A pool 

. of funds would be available to States 
and hospitals in those States that im
plement these reforms. The quality as
surance measures require effective ac
tions to improve quality and reduce 
the incidence of negligence. The tort 
reforms would include: (1) a reasonable 
cap on noneconomic damages; (2) the 
elimination of joint and several liabil
ity for those damages; (3) prohibiting 
double recoveries by plaintiffs; and (4) 
permitting health care providers to pay 
damages for future costs periodically 
rather than in a lump sum. Most of 
these provisions would be made specifi
cally applicable to actions arising 
under the Federal Tort Claims Act. 

I urge the prompt and favorable con
sideration of this proposal, which 
would complement initiatives the Ad
ministration will undertake concerned 
with malpractice and quality care. 

GEORGE BUSH 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 15, 1991. 

NATIONAL HUNTINGTON'S 
DISEASE AWARENESS MONTH 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J. 
Res. 127), to designate the month of 
May 1991, as "National Huntington's 
Disease Awareness Month," and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Ohio? 

Mr. RIDGE. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, I do so to ac
knowledge the effort of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. WEISS], the chief 
sponsor of the bill, and I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Ohio for 
bringing this resolution forward and 
the ranking minority member, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE] 
for his support. I also wish to recognize 
the outstanding work of the National 
Huntington's Disease Society. Their 
tireless and diligent efforts to educate 
the Congress and the public about Hun
tington's disease merit commendation 
and praise. I am proud to be the lead 
sponsor of this resolution and enthu
siastically believe that, in some small 
way, we are today addressing the im
mense suffering and anguish caused by 
Huntington's disease. 

This terminal and degenerative brain 
disorder begins in barely perceptible 

ways but progresses relentlessly for 10 
to 25 years until the loss of nerve cells 
in the brain causes its victims to be
come entirely incapacitated and ulti
mately die. 

Huntington's disease has already af
flicted 25,000 Americans and an addi
tional125,000 individuals are considered 
at risk due to the disease's hereditary 
nature. Although there exist no avail
able means of retarding, reversing, or 
curing this killer's effects, experts ap
pear confident that they are on the 
verge of a breakthrough. 

I firmly believe the designation of a 
National Huntington's Disease Aware
ness Month will generate the public 
awareness, interest, and momentum 
necessary to combat this devastating 
killer. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore.(Mr. 
Geren of Texas.) Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint reso

lution, as follows: 
S.J. RES. 127 

Whereas 25,000 Americans are victims of 
Huntington's Disease, a fatal, hereditary, 
neurological disorder; 

Whereas an additional 125,000 Americans 
have a 50 percent chance of inheriting the 
gene responsible for Huntington's Disease 
from an affected parent, and are considered 
to be "at-risk" for the disease; 

Whereas tens of thousands of other Ameri
cans experience the destructive effects of the 
disease, including suffering from the social 
stigma associated with the disease, assuming 
the difficult role of caring for a loved victim 
of the disease, witnessing the prolonged, ir
reversible physical and mental deterioration 
of a loved one, and agonizing over the death 
of a loved one; 

Whereas at present there is no cure for 
Huntington's Disease and no means available 
to retard or reverse the effects of the disease; 

Whereas a victim of the later stages of 
Huntington's Disease invariably requires 
total personal care, the provision of which 
often results in devastating financial con
sequences for the victim and the victim's 
family; 

Whereas recent advances in the field of 
molecular genetics have enabled scientists 
to locate approximately the genesite respon
sible for Huntington's Disease; 

Whereas many of the novel techniques re
sulting from these advances have also been 
instrumental in locating the gene-sites re
sponsible for familial Alzheimer's Disease, 
manic depression, kidney cancer and other 
disorders; 

Whereas increased Federal funding of med
ical research could facilitate additional ad
vances and result in the discovery of the 
cause and chemical processes of Hunting
ton's Disease and the development of strate
gies to stop and reverse the progress of the 
disease; 

Whereas Huntington's Disease typifies 
other late-onset, behavioral genetic dis
orders by presenting the victim and the vic
tim's family with a broad range of bio
medical, psychological, social, and economic 
problems; and 

Whereas in the absence of a cure for Hun
tington's Disease, victims of the disease de-

serve to l~ve with dignity and be regarded as 
full and respected family members and mem
bers of society; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the month of May 
1991, is designated as "National Huntington's 
Disease Awareness Month", and the Presi
dent is authorized and requested to issue a 
proclamation calling on the people of the 
United States to observe such month with 
appropriate programs, ceremonies, and ac
tivities. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a mo
tion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

NATIONAL DESERT STORM 
RESERVISTS DAY 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J. 
Res. 134) designating May 22, 1991, as 
"National Desert Storm Reservists 
Day," and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GEREN of Texas). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

Mr. RIDGE. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. LAUGHLIN], the 
chief sponsor of the joint resolution. 

Mr. LAUGHLIN. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SAWYER] and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
RIDGE] for allowing me to bring this 
joint resolution forward today. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with a great sense 
of pride that I stand before this body 
today as we pay tribute to the men and 
women of our Reserve forces called to 
active duty for Operations Desert 
Shield and Desert Storm. 

When the President called up these 
forces to help with our military effort 
in the Middle East, it was the first 
such activation of Reserves in over two 
decades. By February 28, the day com
bat operations in Desert Storm ceased, 
more than 200,000 reservists had been 
called to active duty, with more than 
100,000 having served in the Kuwait 
theater of operations. 

Despite the sacrifices which had to be 
made and the hardships which had to 
be overcome, these men and women 
honorably upheld our Nation's fine tra
dition of the citizen soldier through ex
emplary service in the Middle East. As 
a member of the Army Reserves, I had 
the honor of serving in the Middle 
East, earlier this year, and witnessed 
first hand the excellent performance of 
our Reserve component forces during 
Operations Desert Shield and Desert 
Storm. 

Support for the Reserve component 
forces, as well as active duty personnel, 
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who served in the Persian Gulf has 
been overwhelming. The fact that Na
tional Desert Storm Reservists Day re
ceived the prescribed number of co
sponsors in just a few legislative days 
is testament to the fact that the men 
and women of our Armed Forces have 
the enthusiastic support of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, it gives me great pride 
to know that hundreds of thousands of 
American citizens are willing and able 
to serve this great nation on a mo
ment's notice. These are men and 
women who normally work by our sides 
but who are willing to make sacrifices 
when their country needs them. We sa
lute those individuals today. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIDGE. Certainly, I yield to the 
gentleman from Mississippi. 

0 2000 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 

certainly rise in support of this joint 
resolution and thank the gentleman for 
pointing out to our colleagues what a 
splendid job the National Guard and 
Reserves did in the Persian Gulf war. It 
proved that the total force concept 
does work where you take reservists 
and move them out right with the ac
tive forces, and that they can do the 
job. 

Certainly this joint resolution is 
timely, and I commend the gentleman. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, continuing 
my reservation, I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. SAWYER]. 

Mr. SAWYER. I thank my friend 
from Pennsylvania for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this special opportunity to thank the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. LAUGHLIN] 
for his foresight in introducing this 
measure and his energy in pursuing it 
as he has, and to point out that but for 
a quirk of scheduling in fact this would 
have been a House joint resolution that 
was before us today. Mr. LAUGHLIN's ef
fort has been exemplary; it points out 
the real importance of being able to 
recognize this kind of contribution to 
our Nation in a timely way. I take this 
opportunity to thank him. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, continuing 
under my reservation, I would just like 
to commend the gentleman for his 
work, and thank my friend and col
league, the chairman of the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs, the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY] for 
his words. It is pretty clear that the in
tegrated force structure envisioned in 
the early 1970's can work. It has proven 
its effectiveness in Operation Desert 
Shield and Operation Desert Storm. 
This joint resolution will just be a 
gentle but appropriate reminder of the 
enormous sacrifice that our citizen-sol
diers make. 

Let us face it, Mr. Speaker, many of 
these men and women left their fami
lies, their jobs and their community at 
not only personal sacrifice and enor-

mous risk to themselves but also great 
economic sacrifice. 

Quite a few of these people will never 
be made whole economically because of 
their commitment to wear the uniform 
of this country to defend and protect 
its interests. 

So I congratulate the gentleman on 
his initiative; I thank him not only on 
behalf of the reservists from my con
gressional district but all of those 
around the United States of America. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to lend my 
support to House Joint Resolution 231 , des
ignating May 22, 1991, as "National Desert 
Storm Reservists Day." I would also like to 
take this opportunity to commend the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. LAUGHLIN] for introduc
ing this measure. 

The 228,000 brave men and women of our 
Armed Forces Reserve and National Guard 
personnel were involved in the armed conflict 
to liberate Kuwait. During that tense time we 
were all glued to our TV sets intently observ
ing the fast moving events in the gulf. What 
has been most impressive to all of us is the 
courageous manner and excellent competence 
of our brave men and women of our Reserves 
and National Guard fulfilling their responsibil
ities in our Armed Forces. Clearly, our person
nel are the cream of the crop. Our men and 
women represent the best trained force that 
our Nation has seen. Our hearts swell with 
pride when we see how impeccable and effec
tive their performance has been. 

As we support this resolution, our thoughts 
and prayers have been and will continue to be 
with our brave men and women of our Armed 
Forces serving our Nation in the Persian Gulf, 
dedicated to bringing freedom to the people of 
Kuwait. We. hope that they will all be horne 
soon. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GEREN of Texas). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint reso

lution, as follows: 
S.J. RES. 134 

Whereas O:Peration Desert Shield/Desert 
Storm was the first Presidential call-up of 
members of the reserve components of the 
United States Armed Forces in over two dec
ades; 

Whereas the Secretary of Defense author
ized the call to active duty of 360,000 mem
bers of the Ready Reserve; 

Whereas in excess of 223,000 of the members 
of the Ready Reserve were actually ordered 
to active duty and 106,000 served in the Ku
wait Theater of Operations of Desert Shield/ 
Desert Storm; 

Whereas tens of thousands of additional 
members of the Ready Reserve have volun
teered or have been called to active duty to 
serve at bases in the United States and other 
parts of the world; 

Whereas on January 16, 1991, the date Oper
ation Desert Storm commenced, over 188,000 
personnel and 375,000 short tons of equipment 
had been airlifted by the Air Force Reserve 
to Saudi Arabia; 

Whereas members of the Army Reserve 
promptly addressed urgent water-purifi
cation, supply distribution, and other sup
port needs; 

Whereas members of the Navy Reserve sup
ported air operations with C-9 aircraft and 
performed important medical, logistics sup
port, intelligence and cargo handling mis
sions; 

Whereas members of the Coast Guard Re
serve provided port security and supervised 
and controlled the loading of explosives and 
other hazardous materials; 

Whereas members of the Air National 
Guard in conjunction with the Air Force Re
serve flew 42 percent of the strategic airlift 
missions and 33 percent of the aerial refuel
ing missions; 

Whereas members of the Army National 
Guard made important contributions by pro
viding military police and movement control 
assistance; 

Whereas on January 13, 1991, a total of 
146,106 Selected Reservists had been called to 
active duty; 

Whereas on February 28, 1991, the date 
combat operations in Operation Desert 
Storm ceased, a total of 222,614 members of 
the Ready Reserve had been called to active 
duty, including 202,337 Selected Reservists 
and 20,277 members of the Individual Ready 
Reserve; and 

Whereas members of the reserve compo
nents of the United States Armed Forces 
performed in an exemplary fashion during 
Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That May 22, 1991, the 
Wednesday of "Armed Forces Week", is des
ignated as "National Desert Storm Reserv
ists Day" to commemorate ·the accomplish
ments of the men and women of the reserve 
components of the United States Armed 
Forces who proudly served the United States 
during Operation Desert Storm, and the 
President is aurhorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling on the people of 
the United States to observe such day with 
appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a mo
tion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous matters on Senate 
Joint Resolution 127 and Senate Joint 
Resolution 134, the Senate joint resolu
tions just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

INTRODUCTION OF MIDDLE CLASS 
TAX RELIEF ACT OF 1991 

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, Ameri
ca's working middle class is crying out 
for our help. Two-income families 
working fulltime are struggling to 
make ends meet. And while the 
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wealthiest Americans have paid lower 
and lower taxes over the last decade, 
most other Americans have faced a ris
ing tax burden. It is time to tell these 
hard-working Americans, "We hear 
you." 

Today, I would like to offer my first 
major piece of legislation, a bill that 
reaches out to middle-income peopla 
with real tax relief. A bill that eases 
the increasing financial pressures on 
hard-working families and individuals, 
including the working poor. This bill 
will help restore the spending power of 
average Americans and get this coun
try moving again. 

In the corning days, I will introduce 
the Middle Class Tax Relief Act of 1991. 
The bill will increase the personal ex
emption for taxpayers in the 15 and 28 
percent brackets. For a family of four 
earning $30,000, that will mean a one
third reduction in Federal income 
taxes. 

The bill will also restore IRA's for 
the middle class. 

This bill will be totally paid for 
through a combination of new top mar
ginal tax rates for individuals and cor
porations, and a millionaire's sur
charge. 

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to a full 
and meaningful debate on these issues. 
THE MIDDLE CLASS TAX RELIEF ACT OF 1991-

BACKGROUND AND EXPLANATION 
INTRODUCTION 

The Middle Class Tax Relief Act of 1991 
will give real tax breaks to the financially 
squeezed middle class. Under the current fed
eral income tax ·laws, Americans with the 
highest income levels have found their taxes 
shrinking, while middle income Americans 
have found themselves bearing an ever in
creasing share of the tax burden. We must 
bring our federal tax structure into line with 
the economic realities that the vast major
ity of Americans face every day. 

The Middle Class Tax Relief Act of 1991 is 
a response to the plight of middle class tax
payers, who are increasingly unable to meet 
the expenses of everyday life-the spiraling 
costs of necessities like health care, edu
cation, and housing. By restructuring our 
current tax rates, the b111 will create a more 
progressive, equitable tax distribution, and 
will give real, immediate relief to the hard
working middle income Americans who need 
help making ends meet. 

Furthermore, this bill is intended to com
ply with the "pay-as-you-go" requirements 
of last year's budget agreement and to be 
completely revenue-neutral. I am working 
with the Joint Committee on Taxation to en
sure this result. 

By putting more dollars in the pockets of 
middle class Americans, the Middle Class 
Tax Relief Act .of 1991 should help to revital
ize the economy by increasing the consumer 
spending power of the majority of Ameri
cans. 

BACKGROUND 
A. National Statistics: the middle class is hit 

hard by taxes, expenses 
The top 1% of taxpayers are paying 15% 

less in taxes than they did in 1977, while ev
eryone else is paying more (Mcintyre, 1990). 
In fact, between 1977 and 1991, the top 1% of 
taxpayers saw their pre-tax income grow by 
113% and their post-tax income skyrocket by 

134% (Committee on Ways and Means 1991 
Green Book). However, real income for mid
dle income families declined by 6% between 
1977 and 1990. For moderate income families, 
the drop was 9% (Mcintyre, 1990). 

In 1948, the personal exemption was equiva
lent to about 42.1% of per capita income. In 
1990, the percentage was only 11.1 percent 
(Urban Institute). Additionally, in 1948, a 
family of four earning the median income 
(about $43,000) paid only .3% of its income in 
federal taxes and 1.5% of its earnings in so
cial security taxes. By 1990, that median 
family of four paid about 9% of its income in 
federal taxes and 7.65% of its earnings in so
cial security taxes (Committee on Ways and 
Means, 1990). 

In 1990, federal state, local and social secu
rity taxes accounted for 25% of median fam
ily income compared with 23% in 1970 and 
14% in 1960 (Progressive Policy Institute, 
1990). 

At the same time that the middle class' 
earning power declined, the costs of such es
sential items as health care, college, and 
housing have soared. From the late 1970's to 
the late 1980's, the cost of college has in
creased by over 100%, significantly outpacing 
the rate of inflation (U.S. Department of 
Education, 1990). Since 1970, housing costs 
have gone up on average, 300%, from $23,000 
to $95,500 for the average house, producing 
the first decade of declining home ownership 
since the 1930's (National Association of Re
altors). Since 1980, the cost of health care 
has more than doubled, and by the year 2000, 
it is expected to more than double again 
(Families USA, 1990). 

B. Connecticut's working middle class is hit 
even harder 

Connecticut's middle class has been hit 
even harder than the average American by 
taxes and the economy. According to an 
April1991 report by Citizens for Tax Justice, 
Connecticut has the dubious distinction of 
being among 6 states that increased taxes on 
the middle class (families with an average 
income of $47,500 in Connecticut) and cut 
taxes on the rich (families with an average 
income exceeding $1 million) between 1985 
and 1991. During that 6 year period, middle 
income families paid an additional 13% in 
taxes compared to a tax break of 12% for the 
wealthiest taxpayers. 

During that 6 year period, Connecticut led 
all other states in increasing taxes on poor 
families while decreasing taxes on the rich. 
Connecticut hit families earning an average 
of $17,600 with an 18% tax increase between 
1985 and 1991. 

And, Connecticut residents are bearing the 
brunt of an economy in trouble. New Eng
land is in the midst of a recession and has 
lead the country in job losses. In the past 2 
years, New England has lost 254,000 jobs (New 
England Council). This accounts for 20% of 
all jobs lost in the United States, although 
New England only accounts for 5% of the 
population (New England Council). Further
more, business failures increased by 193% in 
New England in 1990, compared to 14.5% na
tionwide (Dun & Bradstreet). 

And, while Connecticut is the wealthiest 
state in the nation, its residents face tre
mendous expenses. On average, a family of 4 
in Connecticut earns 25% more than the na
tional average income (Census). However, as 
housing costs increased by an average of 
300% nationally from 1970 to 1990, people liv
ing in Connecticut faced an average increase 
of 600% during that same period. According 
to the Census, the average house in Con
necticut cost $25,500 in 1970 and $177,800 in 
1990. 

The Middle Class Tax Relief Act of 1991 
The Middle Class Tax Relief Act of 1991 is 

a response to the increasing financial pres
sures on working middle income Americans. 
It eases the tax burden for the middle class 
so they they can better make ends meet, and 
does so by making the tax rates more pro
gressive. The following is an explanation of 
the legislation: 

A. Tax benefits 
The Middle Class Tax Relief Act of 1991 sig

nificantly descreases taxes for single tax
payers and those with families. The bill de
creases taxes for about 130 million taxpayers. 
By increasing the personal exemption, the 
b111 removes millions of current taxpayers 
from the federal income tax rolls, thus help
ing the working poor. In fact, a family of 4 
earning about $20,000 will not pay federal in
come taxes in 1992 under the b111. 

So as to comply with the "pay-as-you-go" 
terms of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1990, the bill is revenue neutral and 
pays for itself. In order to extend the bene
fits to the vast majority of taxpayers, the 
bill increases the taxes of about 6 million 
taxpayers and increases the corporate tax by 
only 1%. 

1. Increases the personal exemption 
The bill increases the personal exemption 

by 50% for taxpayers in the 15% bracket. For 
1992, that means that taxpayers filing jointly 
whose adjusted gross income (AGI) 1 is less 
than $46,753, heads of households with AGI 
below $37,532 and single filers with AGI below 
$28,012, will get an increase in their personal 
exemption of $1,150, from $2,300 to $3,450. 

A family of 4 earning $20,000 would drop off 
of the federal income tax rolls. 

A family of 4 earning $30,000 would have 
their taxes reduced by 31 percent or $690. 

The bill increases the personal exemption 
by an average of 25 percent for taxpayers in 
the 28 percent bracket. (The increase in the 
exemption is gradually phased out for tax
payers in this income range so that tax
payers at the lower end of the 28 percent 
bracket will receive a larger increase in the 
exemption than taxpayers at the higher end.) 
For 1992, that means that taxpayers filing 
jointly with AGI between $46,753 and $112,987, 
heads of households with AGI between $37,532 
and $96,983, and single filers with AGI be
tween $28,012 and $67,867, will get an average 
increase in their personal exemption of $575, 
from $2,300 to $2,875. 

A family of 4 earning $60,000 would have 
their taxes reduced by about 15 percent or 
$961. 

The increases in the personal exemption 
will be indexed for inflation. 

2. Restores the IRA for the middle class 
The bill extends eligib111ty for use of a tax

deferred individual retirement account (IRA) 
to taxpayers in the 15 percent and 28 percent 
brackets. For 1992, that means that tax
payers filing singly with AGI below $67,867, 
heads of households with AGI below $96,983 
and joint filers with AGI below $112,987 will 
be eligible to participate fully in a tax-de
ferred IRA. 

The bill permits these taxpayers to with
draw funds maintained in the IRA for at 
least 3 years penalty free for 3 specific pur
poses: to pay for (1) a first home, (2) higher 
education, or (3) a catastrophic illness. The 
bill also permits individuals who have expe
rienced long term unemployment-beyond 26 

1 This assumes that taxable income is 77% of ad
justed gross income. While this percentage varies 
depending on ta.x bracket and even within the brack
et, this is an estimate as to the average. 
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weeks-to withdraw funds from their ffiA 
without penalty. The taxpayer will be taxed 
on the ffiA funds at the time of their with
drawal. 

The 1986 Tax Act limited eligibility for 
participation in a tax deferred ffiA to single 
filer taxpayers with AGI below $25,000 and 
joint filers with AGI below $40,000. (Contribu
tions are partially tax-deferred up to an AGI 
of $35,000 and $50,000 for joint filers.) Tax
payers with AGI exceeding these levels can 
deposit up to $2,000 annually in pre-tax dol
lars only if they (or their spouses) are not el
igible to participate in an employer spon
sored retirement plan. 

Under current law, individuals who with
draw funds from an IRA prior to age 591h are 
subject to a penalty of 10% of the funds with
drawn, and are taxed at the time of with
drawal. 

B. Revenue Raisers 
It is estimated that tax relief for the mid

dle class under the bill will cost about $36 
billion. In order to fund these benefits, the 
Middle Class Tax Relief Act of 1991 increases 
taxes on the wealthiest taxpayers-those 
taxpayers in the top 10% of the national in
come distribution. The proposed tax in
creases are expected to raise about $36 bil
lion which will be adopted to ensure that the 
legislation is revenue neutral. 

1. Increases the top marginal rate 
The bill establishes a new top tax bracket 

of 35% for joint filers earning about $130,000 
(taxable income: $100,000); about $110,000 for 
heads of households (taxable income: $85,000); 
and about $90,000 for single filers (taxable in
come: $70,000). 

Under current law there are three mar
ginal rates: 15%, 28% and 31%. This will es
tablish four rates: 15%, 28%, 31% and 35%. 

The establishment of the 35% bracket will 
generate about $11.5 to $12 billion annually 
in revenue. 

2. 15% Surtax on the wealthiest taxpayers 
The bill imposes a 15% surtax on taxpayers 

earning about $300,000 or more. The 15% sur
tax will be levied on taxable income about 
$225,000. This will affect less than 5% of tax
payers. 

A family of 4 earning $300,000 would be sub
ject to the new 35% tax bracket and the 15% 
surcharge. This family would pay an increase 
of about $6,400 in taxes or 9.5%. 

This will generate about $15 billion annu-
ally in revenue. 

3. Increase the top corporate tax rate to 
correspond to the top individual tax rate 
The bill would increase the top corporate 

rate from 34% to 35%. As established by the 
1986 Tax Act, the corporate tax marginal 
rates are 15%, 25% and 34%. Under current 
law, the top corporate tax rate is 3% higher 
than the top individual rate. The rates under 
the Middle Class Tax Relief Act of 1991 are 
15%, 25% and 35%, thus equalizing the top 
marginal rates for corporations and individ
uals. 

This will raise approximately S3 billion an
nually. 

4. Increases the alternative minimum tax 
rates by 3% 

The bill increases the alternative mini
mum tax rate from 24% to 27%. This tax rate 
is used by only about 2 million, mostly 
wealthy taxpayers, who have many deduc
tions and exclusions to declare. 

The figures cited above with respect to the 
revenue consequences of the bill are based on 
best estimates. The proposal will be submit
ted to the Joint Committee on Taxation for 
a formal estimate. Some aspects of the pro-

posal may change to ensure that the bill will 
be revenue neutral. 

AWKWARD REMARKS MADE BY 
OUR PRESIDENT 

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, in 
the past few days the President has 
made some awkward remarks. At the 
University of Michigan he criticized 
civil rights laws for "generating ani
mosity." He attempted to insert rac
ism into the free-trade debate. 

He has falsely charged H.R. 1 as a 
quota bill and allowed his staff to sabo
tage efforts to reach an agreement. 

Today the all-male Skull & Bones 
votes on admitting women. Skull & 
Bones' most famous alumnus, Presi
dent George Bush, Yale class of 1948, is 
silent. Skull & Bones has a quota for 
women: Zero. 

May we hear from you, Mr. Presi
dent? 

ANOTHER VOTE ON GIRLS IN AN OLD-BOY 
WORLD 

(By Nancy Marx Better) 
Last month, a furor erupted at Yale Uni

versity when the 15 seniors in the all-male 
Skull and Bones broke with a century and a 
half of tradition by "tapping," or selecting, 
seven women for the secret society's next 
"delegation." Stunned, the alumni board of 
directors padlocked the club's windowless 
crypt and declared the election void. No mat
ter, the students countered; their hallowed 
rites would continue in exile until a com
promise could be reached. 

This has caused such consternation that 
the club's board is expected to meet this 
Wednesday to determine the future of what 
is perhaps the nation's most powerful secret 
society. Will women be accepted? That's up 
in the air," said Sidney Lovett, spokesman 
for the group's parent, the Russell Trust As
sociation, named after the club's founder. 

Whatever the outcome, the brouhaha re
news an old debate on the value that secret 
societies and other clubs have for members. 
Why, after all, are alums so anxious to pre
serve the Skull and Bones macho mystique? 
Is it truly the ultimate old-boy network? 

"What gave Bones new life in the 80's was 
the pre-professional, networking aspect of 
the club," said Bill Essig '92, editor in chief 
of The Yale Daily News and not a member. 
"Some people thought it would help them 
get jobs on Wall Street." 

Pehaps no secret society has a roster supe
rior to that of Skull and Bones. Interested in 
leveraged buyouts? Call Stephen 
Schwarzman '69, president of the Blackstone 
Group, or Peter Luck '60, chief operating of
ficer of Forstmann-Leff. Commercial bank
ing? Try Dan Davison '49, former chairman 
of U.S. Trust, or Lewis Lapham '31, former 
president of Bankers Trust. Corporate fi
nance? Call Vince Van Dine '49, Morgan 
Stanley's advisory director, or William H. 
Wright Jr. '82, an associate at Morgan. 

Interested, instead, in the corporate life? 
Call Vernon Loucks '57, chief executive of 
Baxter Travenol, the big pharmaceutical 
company. Or Edumond Thornton '54, re
cently retired chief executive of the United 
States Silica Company, a mining and proc-

easing corporation in Ottawa, lll. Or Muham
mad Ahmed Saleh '68, head of the alumni 
board, who is a vice president of the Times 
Corporation, the big Connecticut watch
maker. 

Today's most famous Bonesman is, of 
course, George Bush '48. Then there are Sen
ators John Kerry, David Boren and John 
Chafee. Yet others: William F. Buckley Jr., 
McGeorge Bundy and William Cloane Coffin. 

Although President Bush has declined to 
comment on the issue of a coed Bones, the 
three Senators have expressed their support 
for it. But politicians aside, only a few 
Bonesmen would talk on the record about 
the club because Bonesmen aren't even sup
posed to admit they're Bonesmen. If the se
cret society is mentioned by name, they are 
expected to immediately leave the room. 

"The importance of any old-boy network is 
usually overblown, and this is no different," 
said Charles Buck '69, first vice president for 
administration at Coldwell Banker in La
guna Hills, Calif. "It's always difficult for 
people to assess an institution they don't 
have access to. There tends to be a lot of 
rumor about this sort of thing, and most of 
it's usually wrong." 

Said Richard Moser '63, president of R. & 
D. Funding, a high-technology venture cap
ital firm in Santa Clara, Calif.: "I suppose 
it's no better or worse an entree than mem
bership in the glee club. There's nothing 
automatically beneficial about it in the pro
fessional world." 

"Of course," he added, "If you're hustling 
for opportunity, those contacts might be 
worth something. In my time, it was a real 
privilege." 

But during the 1980's-when antidiscrimi
nation suits broke down' racial, ethnic and 
sexual barriers at most exclusive clubs-the 
secret society foundered. In a recent letter 
to alumni, the 1991 delegation declared: 
"Being a part of Bones is an embarrassment, 
a source of ridicule." 

Perhaps. Yet membership seems to have its 
benefits. There is an annual gathering at 
Deer Island, a resort on the St. Lawrence 
River owned by the Russell Trust. After it, 
new initiates reportedly receive a club pin
a skull and crossbones in 18-karat gold, made 
by Tiffany and Company-and a tax-free 
bonus of $15,000. If one of greatest myths sur
rounding membership is true, Bonesmen are 
guaranteed financial security for life-if 
only to keep down-and-out alums from sell
ing the society's secrets. Members routinely 
deny this, along with claims that the club is 
Connecticut's largest landholder. 

Naturally, sharing secrets fosters a certain 
closeness. And so it's no surprise that Skull 
and Bones has spawned several successful 
business partnerships. The most renowned 
may be that of William Donaldson and Dan 
Lufkin, members of "D-121" (delegations are 
named for the number of years between when 
they joined and 1832, the club's inception). 
Six years after graduation, the two men 
joined up with a chum from Harvard Busi
ness School, Dick Jenrette, and lent their 
names to an upstart brokerage firm. 

As one Bonesman said: "Members are sup
posed to be selected on the basis of being the 
best and brightest, so there's a natural affin
ity to do business together. There's a certain 
trust, a certain comfort level, they develop 
in the club." 

That, of course, may be one reason women 
want into the club. "When you're on campus, 
being in Skull and Bones isn't that big a 
deal," said Jodi Wilgoren '92, managing edi
tor of The Yale Daily News and not a mem
ber. "But when you get out, suddenly you're 
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part of one of the most exclusive secret soci
eties in the world and the President of the 
U.S. is a member of it, too." 

THE UNITED STATES/MEXICO 
FREE-TRADE AGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. CAMPBELL] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to address the 
question of the free trade agreement 
between the United States and Mexico. 
It is of great importance to all Ameri
cans, particularly those in California. 

I rise in support of this free trade 
agreement for several reasons. Perhaps 
the most important is what it will do 
for our bilateral relationship between 
the United States and Mexico, what it 
will do to improve the United States 
economy and what it will do to im
prove the Mexican economy. 

Why is it important to the United 
States to improve the Mexican econ
omy? Well, it is our second largest 
trading partner after the European 
Community and Canada. So in any sin
gle country it is our second one right 
after Canada. 

But equally important, it does some
thing to improve the economics be
tween our two countries by assisting 
the United States by creating a new ex
port opportunity and improving the 
conditions in Mexico, which will be 
such an important step for us, given 
the problems we have with illegal im
migration. 

Let me put it very directly: We will 
never be able to build a wall high 
enough to keep out illegal immigra
tion. But if we take the steps to im
prove the condition of the economy in 
Mexico, we will have far less illegal im
migration. Now, I know that in the 
course of the free trade agreement 
there will be winners and losers. I 
think it is only honest to recognize 
that. What is important is to recognize 
as well that there are certain laws of 
economics that cannot be repealed, the 
law of comparative advantage being 
one, and that sooner or later there will 
be a movement where the more-cap
ital-intensive goods are made in the 
United States and the more-labor-in
tensive goods are made in countries 
where labor is less expensive. I think it 
is only honest to recognize that. 

But as that flow happens, what you 
will see is an improvement in both the 
United States and in Mexico. 

Let me point out a couple of impor
tant statistics. Presently, Mexico's tar
iffs against goods from the United 
States are 10 percent whereas Amer
ican tariffs against goods from Mexico 
are only 4 percent. If we go to this free 
trade agreement, therefore, what we 
will be doing is opening up a very large 
market, presently 85 million people, to 
the United States exports in Mexico. 
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We actually gain more because the tar
iff comes down a greater distance in 
terms just of the size of the tariff. 

Second, there are particular areas 
where we have a tremendous oppor
tunity where really the Mexican manu
facturing is not likely to be competi
tive with the United States. One good 
instance is computers. Presently, Mex
ico imposes a 20-percent duty on im
ported computers. That would evapo
rate. With that, a tremendous market 
for computers that could be sold by the 
United States into the Mexican mar
ket. 

Third, Mexico maintains a restrictive 
import licensing system which affects 
over 40 percent of the United States ag
riculture. Now, agriculture is a criti
cally important sector of the U.S. 
economy and of the Californian econ
omy. But imagine the opportunities 
opened by eliminating the import li
censing regime which has so crippled 
our ability to sell into the Mexican 
market. 

Last, there are significant foreign in
vestment restrictions. I believe in free 
trade, and I believe the way to get to 
free trade is through a regime of reci
procity, a regime of toughness, but 
where Mexico is willing to give up their 
restrictions on investments in Mexico; 
what an opportunity for America. Pres
ently, there are 141 different fields 
where investments in Mexico are re
stricted for Americans. These would 
open up. In petroleum, petrochemicals, 
in mining, in transportation, transpor
tation equipment, auto parts, and most 
of the financial sectors. 

My fundamental point, though, is 
this: A free trade agreement will help 
the United States. It should mean more 
jobs. It will also help Mexico. I do not 
apologize for that. 

A better economy in Mexico means a 
stronger commitment and a stronger 
financial base to fight drug trafficking. 

A stronger economy in Mexico means 
a stronger financial base to fight pollu
tion. Environmentalism is always bet
ter in economies that are stronger. A 
free-trade agreement means a stronger 
United States and a stronger Mexico. 

The United States benefits from 
trade with Mexico already. But we 
could benefit a great deal more. 

Mr. Speaker, in the next few weeks, 
we in the House will be considering 
whether we should extend fast-track 
authority in order to allow our Special 
Trade Representative, Ambassador 
Carla Hills, to pursue this agreement 
with Mexico. 

I have the highest regard for Ambas
sador Hills. She will not sell American 
interests short. If we achieve a free 
trade agreement with Mexico, it is 
good for the United States, it is good 
for Mexcio, and it is good for a regime 
of free trade which eventually will 
spread through reciprocal arrange
ments throughout the world. 

If we miss this opportunity, we will 
send a signal to our most important 

neighbor in terms of bilateral relations 
that we do not consider them impor
tant enough to have the same kind of 
free trade arrangement that we have 
with Canada. Mr. Speaker, that is a 
signal that we must not send. 

In conclusion, to deny fast-track 
would be to deny our ability to nego
tiate the removal of Mexico's barriers 
and would be a continuation of a signal 
that we are not interested in opening 
up, a dangerous thing, I believe, for the 
United States. 

0 2010 

FOREIGN SOVEREIGN IMMUNITIES 
ACT AMENDMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GEREN of Texas). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. SMITH] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am reintroducing legislation to amend the For
eign Sovereign Immunities Act of 1976 [FSIA] 
(28 U.S.C. 1602 et seq.). 

My bill would ensure that Federal courts will 
not be able to dismiss solely on the grounds 
of sovereign immunity a suit brought; (a) for 
tortious acts committed against an American 
outside the United States; (b) and caused by 
employees or agents of a foreign country or 
an operation substantially controlled by a for
eign country; and (c) because of employment 
contracts made in the United States by the 
foreign country or its agent. 

Consider the following scenario: Country X 
seeks American employees. X either hires an 
American firm or establishes an American 
company for the purpose of recruitment. An 
American signs on and goes to X where the 
American is the victim of tortious conduct by 
X's officials or X's employees. 

Under the generally accepted current inter
pretation of the FSIA, the American citizen 
cannot sue X, the ultimate tortfeasor, in the 
United States. 

Unfortunately, this scenario occurs quite 
often. One of my constituents was tortured 
while employed by a foreign government and 
thus far has been unable to obtain relief for 
his injuries. The legal system of the country in 
which the tortious acts occurred offered no eq
uity. Consequently, my constituent brought suit 
in U.S. Federal court and sought relief. The 
district court decided that recruitment activities 
within the United States was not sufficient to 
establish substantial contact for purposes of 
the suit. Consequently, the court held that it 
lacked jurisdiction and dismissed the suit. The 
appeals court has remanded, but the foreign 
government again may appeal. It, therefore, is 
incumbent upon Congress to establish the pa
rameters for a suit. 

This legislation will end the imbalance within 
a judicial system that insulates tortious acts by 
foreign governments. The bill ensures jurisdic
tion within the Federal courts in cases alleging 
tortious conduct by a foreign country, its offi
cials or employees, against an American re
cruited in the United States to work in that for
eign country. The underlying tort law is not af
fected by my proposal-only the issue of juris
diction is ensured. 
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I firmly believe that American citizens hired 

by a foreign state to work within the State's 
borders and injured by officials of the state or 
its entities should be allowed to sue a foreign 
government in this country, particularly since 
that country has been allowed to recruit em
ployees within the United States. The foreign 
government should not be permitted to dis
miss the case solely on the basis of sovereign 
immunity. 

Injured Americans deserve their day in an 
American court embracing our judicial frame
work and laws. Let the facts decide the case. 
If a foreign state avails itself of the benefits of 
doing business here, whether directly or indi
rectly, that government should be prepared to 
put itself before the fairest legal system in the 
world. 

JOLTIN' JOE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Russo] is rec
ognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, Ted Wil
liams once said "In order to do the 
toughest thing there is to do in 
sports-hit a baseball properly-a man 
has got to devote every ounce of his 
concentration to it." Fifty years ago 
today one of the most remarkable 
events in sporting history began. The 
New York Yankees were neither 
healthy nor happy, and Joe DiMaggio, 
in his sixth year with the Yankees, was 
in a rut. On May 15, 1941, however, Joe 
DiMaggio began a 56-game hitting 
streak that was to break all previous 
records and start the Yankees down 
the road to a World Series title. 

During the summer of 1941, Ameri
cans were quite cognizant of the 
names, Hitler and Mussolini. Hitler's 
paratroopers were attacking Crete, and 
Britain's Westminster Abbey and the 
Houses of Parliament were being 
bombed. The largest mintary campaign 
in history was launched with the Ger
man invasion of Russia, and a secret 
project in England reported that the 
Allies could produce an atomic bomb 
before the Germans. At the tail end of 
the Depression and on the verge of 
World War TI, America was in need of a 
hero-they didn't have to look far. 

Self-described as shy, sensitive, and 
restless, Joe DiMaggio was given many 
nicknames-the Yankee Clipper, Joe D, 
Joltin' Joe, the Jolter, the Big Guy, or 
as Ernest Hemingway wrote of him in 
the "Old Man and the Sea," the Great 
DiMaggio. The son of immigrants, Joe 
DiMaggio symbolized the best of Amer
ica-hard work, disipline, and deter
mination. 

The eighth of nine children, Joe 
DiMaggio was born in Martinez, CA in 
1914 and raised in a San Francisco flat, 
where he was a newspaper boy. While 
Joe was the last of the DiMaggio broth
ers to become interested in baseball, at 
14 he received his first paycheck for 
playing with the Boys Club League, an 
$8 merchandise order. In school base-

ball games, Joe could always be spot
ted on the field, the only one without 
the uniform, an expense his family 
could not afford. At the age of 17, Joe 
began playing for the San Francisco 
Seals. 

In 1934 his baseball career seemed in 
doubt due to a knee injury. The New 
York Yankees took a chance, however, 
and signed him for $25,000 and five 
players. With his first baseball earn
ings, Joe bought his parents a $25,000 
home in the Marina district of San 
Francisco. 

In his first season with the Yankees, 
DiMaggio's injuries kept him out of the 
early games. As soon as he entered the 
line-up, however, his brilliance was re
alized and he became the most pub
licized rookie in 25 years. Batting .323, 
fielding .978, and making the most as
sists of any outfielder, DiMaggio im
pressed everyone with his grace and ef
fortless dead-pan execution. That first 
year foreshadowed what was to follow 
during his career with the Yankees, 
and especially during the summer of 
1941. 

Before Joe DiMaggio joined the Yan
kees, they had been the runner-up for 
the league pennant for several years; 
but after he joined the team, they were 
in the World Series every prewar year 
except 1940, and won every year with 
the exception of 1942. 

Among the Yankees, he was known 
as a loner, usually soft spoken, never 
speaking ill of other players, and he 
kept out of locker room antics. His 
cool elegance concealed a passion to 
excel at every aspect of the game. That 
steely will and intense determination 
were the essence of Joe DiMaggio's suc
cess during t~e summer of 1941. 

On the morning of May 15, 1941, Joe 
was in the midst of a 3 week slump. 
But that afternoon, he hit a solid sin
gle to center off White Sox lefty Eddie 
Smith and drove in Phil Rizutto. The 
RBI was the Yankees only run in a 1~ 
1 game and it was DiMaggio's only hit 
as his average dropped to .304. 

Joe knew and often said that a hitter 
has to be lucky to sustain a streak of 
any length. That one hit, however, was 
enough to bring him out of his slump 
and before anybody knew it, he had hit 
safely in 14 straight games. Fans fol
lowed Joe's rising batting average, but 
not his daily contributions to it. He 
was thought to be in a contest with 
Ted Williams' batting average which 
was over .400, but not with the achieve
ments of record holders from previous 
centuries. · 

As Joe's streak stretched out, Ted 
Williams also had a hitting streak of 23 
games. On June 8, both the Yankees 
and the Red Sox played doubleheaders. 
While Williams had four walks, 
DiMaggio homered twice and drove 
four runs in the first game, then dou
bled and knocked in three runs in the 
second. Although Joe never caught up 
to Williams' batting average, 

DiMaggio's streak stretched on to 24 
while Williams' hitting streak was bro
ken. 

As the streak stretched into the 
twenties, reporters started digging into 
the record books, as statistics and 
baseball go hand in hand. The previous 
hitting streak record for a Yankee had 
been 29. The last time a hitting streak 
had generated such intense interest 
was in 1922 when George Sisler broke 
Ty Cobb's American League record, but 
stopped just short of Willie Keeler's 44 
game record set in 1897. Joe DiMaggio 
surpassed both of these. The only 
record he fell short of was that for all 
professional baseball. That record was 
set in 1933 by an 18 year old player for 
the San Francisco Seals: named Joe 
DiMaggio. 

While Joe's streak started out on the 
sports pages, it soon turned into an 
American phenomena and moved to the 
top of the news. Regular programming 
broadcasts were often interrupted to 
bring bulletins about the Yankee Clip
per's progress. All of America was ex
cited by the streak, and its progress be
came part of pop culture. Bill 
"Bojangles" Robinson tap-danced on 
top of the Yankees' dugout while he 
sprinkled what he called goofer dust to 
enhance Joe's luck. Les Brown's or
chestra hurried a phonograph record 
onto the market entitled "Joltin' Joe 
DiMaggio." 

Written by Ben Homer and Alan 
Courtney, the words of "Joltin' Joe 
DiMaggio" express how important this 
streak was to an America that wanted 
something good to believe in. 
He started baseball's famous streak 

That's got us all aglow, 
He's just a man and not a freak; 

Joltin' Joe DiMaggio. 
Joe Joe DiMaggio, 

We want you on our side. 
He tied the mark at forty-four, 

July the first you know, 
Since then he's hit a good twelve more; 

Joltin' Joe DiMaggio. 
Joe Joe DiMaggio, 

We want you on our side. 
From coast to coast that's all you hear 

Of Joe the one man show, 
He's glorified the horsehide sphere; 

Joltin' Joe DiMaggio. 
Joe Joe DiMaggio, 

We want you on our side. 
He'll live in baseball's hall of fame, 

He got there blow by blow, 
Our kids will tell their kids his name; 

Joltin' Joe DiMaggio. 
We dream of Joey with the light brown bat. 

Joe Joe DiMaggio, 
We want you on our side. 
And now they speak in whispers low, 

Of how they stopped our Joe, 
One night in Cleveland, oh-oh-oh; 

Goodbye streak DiMaggio, 
Joe Joe DiMaggio 

We want you on our side. 
Throughout Joe's pursuit of the next 

record, players on the opposing teams 
were keyed up when he batted, none 
wanting to contribute to extending the 
string. Joe DiMaggio's streak lifted the 
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quality of play, of press coverage, and 
of umpiring, as scorers and other base
ball officials around the league became 
especially attentive each time he 

· stepped up to the plate. 
This interest was not lost on two of 

the Boston Red Sox players. The score
board operator at Fenway Park was 
well aware of Joe's hitting ·streak in 
1941. Each time he would get a hit to 
lengthen his streak, the scoreboard op
erator would yell through an opening 
in the board to left fielder Ted Wil
liams, "Hey, Ted, Joe just got a dou
ble." Williams would then turn to cen
ter field and shout to Dom DiMaggio, 
Joe's little brother, "Hey, Dommie, 
Joe just got a double." 

Baseball players are notorious for 
their superstitions and their belief in 
luck, and Joe DiMaggio was no excep
tion. On his way out to center field, he 
always touched 2d base for good luck. 
As a young player for the Seals, he had 
a small bandage on his hand to protect 
a bruise when he began his 61 game hit
ting streak. He had his trainer bandage 
his hand the same exact way through
out the entire streak. 

In 1941, Joe DiMaggio was no less su
perstitious and the day he claimed the 
American League record from George 
Sisler, an overeager souvenir hunter 
reached into the dugout and pulled out 
a bat, grabbing Joe DiMaggio's favorite 
bat. 

Teammate Tommy Henrich came to 
the rescue when he produced a bat that 
Joe had lent him earlier in the season. 
Although Joe was upset, he borrowed 
the bat and later used it to break 
Willie Keeler's record with a home run 
off Dick Newsome which rocketed into 
the left field stands. 

After beating Keeler's record, the 
pressure to make it through another 
game intensified and Joe performed 
better and better with each game. He 
had 4 hits in the 50th game, went 4 for 
8 in the doubleheader that brought the 
streak to 53, had 2 hits in the 55th, and 
3 in the final 56th game. In game 54 
luck was with Joe when his typically 
big swing sent only a dribbler slowly 
toward 3rd base where the White Sox 
Bob Kennedy was playing deep and it 
worked to Joe's advantage as he beat 
out a slow grounder. A few days later 
in game 57, luck was not with him and 
his streak was ended as he was thrown 
out on a similar play. 

Although the streak had been 
stopped that game, Joe went on to hit 
safely in 16 more games using his fa
vorite bat which had been returned by 
an embarrassed fan. Had the defensive 
plays of the Cleveland Indians not 
stopped him in game 56, the streak 
would have reached an incredible 73 
games. 

Even so, hitting safely in 72 of 73 
games ' is still almost unbelievable and 
record keepers had to go back to 1894 
and bad Bill Dahler to find any com
parable feat. Dahler hit safely in 70 of 

71 games, however, still leaving Joe in 
first place. 

The statistics of the streak are excit
ing. During the 56 games Joe 
DiMaggio's batting average was .408; he 
scored 56 runs, batted in 55, hit 15 home 
runs, walked 21 times, was hit by the 
pitcher twice, struck out only 5 times, 
and had 35 extra base hits among the 91 
hits he collected in 223 times at bat. 

While the streak's statistics are im
pressive, they aren't the most impor
tant part of the streak. Joe DiMaggio 
brought together a nation facing war 
in Europe, he inspired thousands of 
young baseball fans around the country 
to believe in themselves, and as an 
Italian-American he provided a great 
reason for pride in the Italian heritage. 

Perhaps the words of Tommy 
LaSorda capture the essence of 
DiMaggio's magic best. "At 14, growing 
up in Norris town, P A, playing for our 
eighth-grade team, I followed the 
DiMaggio streak like a religion. Do 
you realize what that meant to a poor 
Italian kid, sleeping on the third floor 
of a flat where heat from the wood 
stove went up only to the second floor? 
When Ken Keltner stopped the streak, I 
hated him." Overwhelmed by the Ital
ian glory DiMaggio's streak produced, 
LaSorda said he made his first and pos
sibly only visit to the library, where he 
learned from a book that "the Yankee 
Clipper's" real name was Joseph Paul 
DiMaggio. 

In addition to Tommy LaSorda, gen
erations of Americans were affected by 
Joe DiMaggio. He was such a symbol of 
America that Simon and Garfunkel 
called on his image in their song "Mrs. 
Robinson," they asked "where have 
you gone Joe DiMaggio? A nation turns 
its lonely eyes to you." Now 50 years 
later, Joe's streak is still phenomenal 
and mind-boggling in its length. 

As a culture we have to assign mean
ing to achievements and find cause for 
their occurrence. Most sports streaks 
fall within the realm of random 
occurences, but according to an article 
in the New York Review by Stephen 
Jay Gould, DiMaggio's 56 games were 
the one exception. Gould quoted Ed 
Purcell, a Nobel laureate in physics, 
who did a study of baseball streaks and 
slumps and found that to make it like
ly that a run of even 50 games would 
occur once in the history of baseball, 
baseball's rosters would have to in
clude either 4lifetime .400 batters or 52 
lifetime .350 batters. In actuality only 
three men have lifetime batting aver
ages in excess of .350 and none have 
averages close to .400. 

Yet as each new season begins, Joe 
DiMaggio's record is in danger of being 
broken. Many players have been able to 
achieve a high batting average for the 
season, but very few have been able to 
string those hits together in consecu
tive games. The length of DiMaggio's 
streak tests players skill, nerve, and 
determination. 

Fifty years have passed and no player 
has come close to breaking DiMaggio's 
record. That record is more than just 
numbers, it's a measure of Joe 
DiMaggio the man. Joe himself said 
"one day somebody's going to come 
along and break that record and take it 
away, but one thing they won't take 
away is the Yankees' success during 
my era." During his 13 seasons with the 
Yankees, they won 10 American League 
pennants and 9 world series. 

Now at age 76, Joe DiMaggio has be
come a folk hero. Thousands of adults 
and children still find delight in dis
cussing the 56 game hitting streak that 
defied all odds and mesmerized a na
tion. In 1941 Joe DiMaggio truly was 
the best America had to offer and now 
50 years later the legend lives on. 

0 2020 
Mr. Speaker, I yield to my good 

friend from California [Mr. PANETTA]. 
Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding, and I want 
to thank him for having this special 
order to pay tribute to someone like 
Joe DiMaggio on this, the 50th anniver
sary of his hitting streak. 

The greatest tribute that we in this 
country pay to any citizen is to declare 
them an American hero, whether it is 
someone on the battlefield, someone on 
the sports field, or someone in any 
other field of endeavor. 

Sometimes we stretch the definition 
of what a hero really is, as we try in 
our enthusiasm to find heroes among 
our fellow citizens, to serve as an ex
ample for all of us. 

Mr. Speaker, the man that we pay 
tribute to today is the very definition 
of what an American hero is all about. 
The ingredients of being the best in his 
field, being an example to others, being 
a class act, are what Joe DiMaggio 
was, and it is for that reason that we 
honor him today, and continue to 
honor him into the future. 

He was the best in his field, baseball. 
The Streak, his hitting streak, what 
the gentleman from illinois [Mr. 
Russo] has just laid out to everyone in 
terms of the history of how he played 
and how he rose from the San Fran
cisco Seals, to then join the New York 
Yankees, the picture that everyone re
members of the stride that he had as he 
raced in center field to grab a fly ball, 
or the great swing at the plate that I 
think all of us remember from those 
days when the Yankees were a great 
team, his loping gallop as he went 
around the bases, all of that rep
resented the best in the field of base
ball. 

He was an example to others, as 
someone who really came off the 
streets and excelled in his field. But in 
particular for Italian-Americans, he 
was an example of how a son of Italian 
immigrants can rise above the dis
crimination that often faced immi
grants in this country, can rise above 
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those who would put people down, and 
yet become the best. 

His parents did not really want him 
to be a baseball player. They knew that 
other sons, his brothers, were inter
ested in baseball, and they really did 
not want to have another son become a 
baseball player. Yet, they gave him the 
guidance that most immigrant parents 
provide their sons, which is, whatever 
field you are going to be part of, be the 
best. And that is what he was. 

He was always a class act, and here
mains a class act for all of us, because 
someone like Joe DiMaggio faces con
stant pressure, constant attention, the 
constant demand of fans and people 
and an adoring public. Yet, he is never 
pompous, he is never one who is self
centered. He has been shy, he has al
ways carried himself with great dis
tinction, and he has always been an ex
ample of a class act. 

0 2030 
I had the honor, when the Italian

American Foundation had its dinner 
honoring Joe DiMaggio, among others, 
I had the honor of sitting next to him. 
And as someone who as a boy followed 
Joe DiMaggio, it was one of the great 
thrills of my life to have that oppor
tunity. 

Today I am proud as a Congressman, 
as a Californian, and as an Italian
American to pay tribute to this great 
American hero. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 

the gentleman from California [Mr. AN
DERSON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a great pleasure for 
me to add my words of commendation 
to the "Yankee Clipper," Joe 
DiMaggio, on the occasion of the 50th 
anniversary of his historic 56 game hit
ting streak. I congratulate California's 
native son and stand on record as be
lieving that the feat will never be 
matched. 

But wait, the voice of our late be
loved colleague and legendary Red Sox 
fan, Sil Conte, echoes in my ear. "Tell 
them about Ted, Glenn, tell them 
about Ted!" And Silvio is, as always, 
right. For 1941 was the year that Ted 
Williams, himself an admirer of Joe 
DiMaggio, made his own historic 
achievement by being the last man to 
hit over .400, actually hitting .406 for 
that memorable season. So let's salute 
Joe· DiMaggio with a kind eye for Ted 
Williams as well. As Dom DiMaggio. 
Joe's great competitive brother, 
commited in a recent book, "1941 was 
the year that there should have been 
two MVP awards, one for my brother 
and one for the 'Splendid Splinter,' Ted 
Williams." I, and Sil Conte, choose not 
to argue with Dom DiMaggio. 

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
DEFAZIO]. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank have inspired athletes around the 
the gentleman for yielding time to me world and every young person who 
and thank him for bringing to the at- picks up the bat in spring or smells a 
tention of the American people this glove or touches a new baseball, I 
great anniversary. Half a century ago, think it is a fitting tribute that to
it certainly was a dark time in Amer- night we recognize this distinguished 
ica. The clouds of nazism were sweep- baseball player. 
ing across Europe. The free world hung He was elected, as has been indicated, 
in the balance, and the American peo- to the major league baseball Hall of 
ple, as were people around the world, Fame, twice American League Most 
were concerned about the future. This Valuable Player, a lifetime batting av
was a difficult time. erage of .325, 361 career home runs, and 

Many times we look back and say, perhaps the most significant accom
well, we remember Joe DiMaggio be- plishment in the world of sports: a hit
cause that was a more innocent time. ting streak in 1941 of 56 consecutive 
A time when Americans had heroes in games. 
baseball and things were different. And I have read an engineer's analysis of 
we did not have the concerns we have this, and he has indicated that it is the 
today, the tremendous, important and most difficult accomplishment of any 
difficult issues. athlete. 

Well, what could have been more im- This is truly a record of unequaled 
portant and hung more deeply and personal, unprecedented achievement. 
blackly over America than the threat Beyond his many personal athletic 
of the war, which we would soon enter achievements, I think we are here to
into? In fact, Joltin' Joe himself had night to recognize and to commend 
his career in baseball interrupted, and him for his distinguished ability as a 
he took his turn to serve in the mili- person. He led a life which was rich and 
tary from 1943 to 1945. which was certainly proud for his her-

! am not old enough and did not have itage, the Italian-Americans in this 
the honor and privilege of seeing country. 
Joltin' Joe play a game, but the year I During and after his playing days, 
graduated from college, there was a Joe DiMaggio has continued to dem
great stir because Joltin' Joe was then onstrate the highest standards of excel
named baseball's greatest living play- lence. He has shown us through his life 
er. And I remember him for that, from that excellence can be achieved. 
my father and his brothers and my I am a Red Sox fan, and there are 
grandfather, when I was a kid growing many Red Sox fans who watched his 
up in a town where the Italians and the brother, Dom, in his playing days. But 
Irish and the other folks were always I think it is most appropriate for base
getting into it, Joltin' Joe and Joe ball fans all over the world, when they 
DiMaggio and Italian-Americans had see someone of his distinguished abil
something to be proud of when we ity, someone who raised himself above 
would refer to Joe DiMaggio, some- what is a normal playing for a profes
thing that even in Boston our Irish sional, to stand up and give this distin
friends couldn't rival. So I am pleased guished Italian-American the credit 
to join today in this 50th anniversary which he is richly deserving and which 
of an absolutely unprecedented string baseball should be so proud. So I com
that Joe DiMaggio ran out, one that I mend my colleagues for this special 
do not think in our lifetime we will order, and I am pleased and proud to 
ever see equaled. And if it is equaled or participate with him this evening. 
even bettered, it will not be equaled or Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
bettered by a person of greater stature the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
or greater grace, because he is truly BENTLEY]. 
one of the last of the great American Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want 
heroes. to join in in commending the gen-

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, in closing, tleman from Illinois for taking this 
let me just say congratulations to Joe time to honor Joe DiMaggio. I have 
DiMaggio on his 50th anniversary, the many, many Italian-Americans in my 
start of the greatest streak in baseball district, and I know what they all 
history. Let me thank him for all that think of him. 
he has done for baseball, for his family I have a statement that I will include 
and for his country. He is certainly a tomorrow, and it will be coming from 
great tribute to the American dream. · the Italian-Americans in my commu-

I yield to the gentleman from Rhode nity. 
Island [Mr. MACHTLEY]. Again, I want to thank the gen-

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am tleman. 
delighted to participate with my dis- Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
tinguished colleagues tonight in paying thank all of my colleagues for partici
tribute to a special individual, an indi- pating in this special order. This Sat
vidual who has accomplished in his life urday, May 18, the Italian-American 
what to athletes almost seems a mir- Sport Hall of Fame in Illinois is going 
acle. But he is more than just a base- to unveil a statue honoring the 50th an
ball player. He is a living legend. And niversary of Joe DiMaggio's streak. 
I think that it is fitting that on this The Yankee Clipper will be there. We 
50th anniversary of his heroics, which are all looking forward to it. George 
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Randazzo and the staff at the Italian
American Hall of Fame are going to 
put on a great show for the Yankee 
Clipper. I look forward to seeing them 
this Saturday. For all that he has con
tributed to the American dream, we all 
say, "We love you, Joe DiMaggio." 

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
PELOSI] to say a few words about one of 
her constituents. 

0 2040 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I, too, want to join my colleague in 
paying tribute to an American treas
ure, Joe DiMaggio, today. 

Mr. Speaker, our colleague has called 
this special order, and I am grateful to 
him for that so that baseball fans and 
admirers across the country will re
member that this is the 50th anniver
sary of his 56-game hitting streak. His 
record is unlikely ever to be broken. 

As I observed my colleagues in this 
special order, they have presented for 
those of us who may not have been to
tally aware the great athletic accom
plishment achieved by Joe DiMaggio 
and the inspiration that he has been to 
our country and, indeed, to the world. 
They have also talked about the grace 
and the dignity with which he has car
ried his great accomplishments. 

As a Representative from San Fran
cisco and as someone who was born and 
raised in Baltimore, MD, I just wanted 
to share a couple of experiences about 
Joe DiMaggio as an inspiration that 
may not be known to the general pub
lic, but it is in San Francisco, and it 
would be known in Baltimore, MD. 

I remember when I was a little girl 
that Joe DiMaggio was corning to Bal
timore. The gentlewoman from Mary
land [Mrs. BENTLEY] may recall some 
of this as a Representative from the 
Baltimore area. When Joe DiMaggio 
was corning to Baltimore and everyone 
was so excited and happy, I said, "You 
know, what is the occasion," or what
ever you say when you are a little girl, 
and they said, "Joe DiMaggio is going 
to Johns Hopkins Hospital." I thought, 
"Why are they happy somebody is 
going to the hospital?" Well, it was 
such a source of pride to Baltimore 
that Joe DiMaggio was corning. I think 
it was an operation on his back some
time, and I do not know how long ago, 
but it must have been 40 years ago. He 
was going to be observed or operated 
on in Baltimore in the hospital. 

Well, the whole city was abuzz, and 
this was not because he was corning to 
play baseball. This was because Joe 
DiMaggio was corning to town. 

My father was mayor at the time. My 
brother Tommy was a baseball player. 
He later became mayor, but at the 
time he was in college and playing 
baseball, and he had the honor of visit
ing Joe DiMaggio in the hospital. We 
found out that Joe DiMaggio liked ba-

nanas. Whether he . liked bananas or 
not, we do not know, but the word was 
that Joe DiMaggio liked bananas, so 
everyone was giving Tommy bananas 
to bring to the hopsi tal to Joe 
DiMaggio. 

For my lifetime at home, anyway, a 
revered place in our horne was always 
the picture of my bother Tommy and 
Joe DiMaggio, all to say that on the 
field and off the field in those days his 
presence was a boost of morale to any 
community he was part of. 

This was recalled to my mind many 
years later at the time of the earth
quake in San Francisco, having moved 
to San Francisco and now being the 
Representative from that area. As the 
Members know, an earthquake can 
have a very demoralizing effect. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA], I know, agrees, having had the 
misfortune in his own community as 
well. 

Joe DiMaggio owns a horne in the 
Marina district of San Francisco, and 
as you know from the news, that area 
was hit very hard during the earth
quake. 

In the days following the earthquake, 
residents of that area and homeowners 
had to stand in line at the school, the 
middle school in that area, in order to 
get certain paperwork done, and iden
tify the arnoun t of damage and was 
their home habitable, was it going to 
be torn down, was it going to be re
paired, whatever the verdict was that 
the city engineers would decide. 

What an inspiration and boost of mo
rale, again, it was for the people of 
that community also stricken by los
ing their homes and their belongings to 

. be standing in line with Joe DiMaggio, 
no special treatment, no going ahead, 
no getting it done, going around the 
channels, but just to be in line with all 
the other residents of that area im
pacted by the earthquake just like all 
the others and a champion even in that 
time of diversity. 

So I had seen him only a few days be
fore at one of the other games of the 
World Series which, unfortunately, and 
with deference to Oakland, fortunately 
for them, was won by the A's, a team 
which Mr. DiMaggio became associated 
with later, but we had the privilege, 
those of us who were at the game, to 
chat with him a bit before. He was ever 
the gracious Joe DiMaggio but never 
more gracious than when he stood in 
line himself to get the news about his 
home in the Marina. 

Again, that would be nearly 40 years 
later. He was, again, an inspiration to 
the community off the field, indeed, an 
American hero, and I must say, as a 
Representative from San Francisco 
where he made his horne for many 
years, and in which he owns a home, 
and as an Italian American, I am filled 
with great pride today to celebrate not 
only his athletic accomplishments but 
the great dignity with which he carried 

them and the contribution he contin
ues to make to this day to the spirit of 
our country. 

You cannot be more American than 
that: Joe DiMaggio and baseball. 

I thank the gentleman from Illinois 
for yielding time and for calling this 
special order. 

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
say: "Joe, we will see you Saturday." 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
join with my colleagues today in this special 
order marking the 50th anniversary of New 
York Yankee centerfielder Joe DiMaggio's 
record 56-game hitting streak. 

Joe DiMaggio was one of the most gifted in
dividuals to ever play the game of baseball. 
Adept at every phase of the game-hitting, 
fielding, running-Joe earned enormous, al
most reverential, respect, and admiration from 
his teamates and fans, as he did from his 
foes. 

A quiet, humble, reserved gentleman, both 
on and off the field, he has never gloated or 
bragged of his individual accomplishments. 
More often the case, Joe speaks most proudly 
of his team's success, which included 1 0 
American League pennants and 9 World Se
ries championships during his 13-year career. 

But, Joe DiMaggio will always be remem
bered for the streak. His consecutive game 
hitting record is one of the most remarkable 
feats in sports history, and it is a record that 
will likely never be broken. 

It is hard to believe that it has been 50 
years since Joe's remarkable achievement. 
Recalling those days of the summer of 1941 
conjures up nostalgic thoughts of much sim
pler, more idyllic times, before America was 
abruptly plunged into the depths of World War 
II. Perhaps it was our loss of innocence as a 
nation and a people that could never be re
captured which has over the years served to 
give the streak even more of its mythic propor
tions. 

The old axiom, "records are made to be 
broken" cannot seem to reconcile itself with 
the streak, however. Even in this era of artifi
cial turf, night games, designated hitters and 
the like, in a game so wedded to statistics, 
Joe DiMaggio's mark has stood the test. And, 
it always will because of the character of the 
man who set it. 

Joe DiMaggio is part of baseball legend and 
American folklore. As songwriter, Paul Simon, 
asked in his hit song some years ago, "Where 
have you gone, Joe DiMaggio"? Well the an
swer is certain that he has not, nor will he 
ever go away. Joe DiMaggio remains deeply 
in our hearts. 

It is a pleasure to join with my colleagues 
on this golden anniversary occasion to salute 
Joe DiMaggio for his achievements in our na
tional pastime, and in life. He has thrilled us 
with his athletic talents, while the honor and 
dignity he possesses has been an enduring 
model for all young Americans to aspire. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
thank my fine colleague from Illinois, MARTY 
Russo, for reserving this time to honor one of 
America's greatest baseball players, Joe 
DiMaggio. 

It's hard for me to believe that 50 years 
have now passed since Joltin' Joe DiMaggio 
began his legendary 56-game hitting streak 
that riveted pre-war America in 1941. 
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But irs not hard for me to remember back 

those 50 years, to a time when major league 
baseball was known in California only by way 
of radio. 

As a 9-year-old, I remember sitting down in 
San Jose next to my family's old Atwater-Kent 
radio, listening to Red Barber and the other 
great broadcasters of the day call the play by 
plays of the St. louis Browns, the Philadelphia 
Athletics, and the Boston Braves. 

Well, those teams have since moved on: the 
Browns to Baltimore; the Athletics to Kansas 
City and then to Oakland; the Braves to Mil
waukee and then to Atlanta. 

Red Barber's voice no longer fills the air
ways, and Atwater-Kent is now a name un
known to most Americans. But after 50 years, 
the name Joe DiMaggio is as much a part of 
our national folklore as it baseball itself. 

Although New York would like to claim 
Joltin' Joe as their own for his outstanding 
plays in Yankee Stadium, he is in fact a son 

' of San Francisco, and was no less a hero to 
the Italian-American community in San Jose 
than he was to the Italian-American commu
nity along Arthur Avenue in the Bronx. 

And there was one more tribute, Mr. Speak
er, that will live on in history, our musical his
tory. 

In 1941, the song "Joltin' Joe DiMaggio" hit 
America's pop charts. Written by Ben Homer 
and Alan Courtney, the song was recorded by 
Bob Chester for Bluebird Records and les 
Brown for Okeh. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, visitors to the Music 
Division of the library of Congress here in 
Washington can today see a copy of the sheet 
music on display in recognition of what base
ball has meant to our culture. 

And for the record, the lyrics sum up what 
Joltin' Joe meant to America in 1941 : 
He started baseball's famous streak 

That's got us all aglow, 
He's just a man and not a freak; 

Joltin' Joe DiMaggio. 
Joe Joe DiMaggio, 

We want you on our side. 
He tied the mark at forty-four, 

July the first you know, 
Since then he's hit a good twelve more; 

Joltin' Joe DiMaggio. 
Joe Joe DiMaggio, 

We want you on our side. 
From coast to coast that's all you hear 

Of Joe the one man show, 
He's glorified the horsehide sphere; 

Joltin' Joe DiMaggio. 
Joe Joe DiMaggio, 

We want you on our side. 
He'll live in baseball's hall of fame, 

He got there blow by blow, 
Our kids will tell their kids his name; 

Joltin' Joe DiMaggio. 
We dream of Joey with the light 
Brown Bat. 

Joe Joe DiMaggio, 
We want you on our side. 

And now they speak in whispers low, 
Of how they stopped our Joe, 

One night in Cleveland, oh-oh-oh; 
Goodbye streak DiMaggio. 

Joe Joe DiMaggio, 
We want you on our side. 
Mr. Speaker, I know I can speak for my col

leagues when I say that I'm glad baseball and 
America had Joe DiMaggio on its side. 

Thanks, Joe, for everything. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to re
member the playing days of one of our Na
tion's greatest sporting figures, Joe DiMaggio. 
The entire career of the "Yankee Clipper" was 
marked by the kind of accomplishments that 
are possible when astonishing skill is com
bined with grace, intelligence, and courage. 
But it was in a single season 50 years ago 
that the "Yankee Clipper'' etched his talent 
into the Nation's history with a streak of hitting 
that has not been equaled since. 

A modern baseball great, Witlie Stargell, 
may have explained the unique challenge of 
hitting a baseball most insightfully. "It is a 
round bat," Stargell said, "and a round ball, 
and they expect you to hit it squarely." Joe 
DiMaggio hit it as squarely as anyone ever 
has, and in the midst of the 1941 season, 56 
games went by before he faced a pitcher that 
could best him for a single evening. 

Even during the twilight of Joltin' Joe's great 
career, his talent and class awed me. I was a 
young kid who's love of the game was just 
blooming, and I remember how much pride I 
took in the fact that DiMaggio-a beloved role 
model for the Nation--was a fellow Italian
American. 

The anniversary of Joe DiMaggio's greatest 
summer reminds us that individual triumph in 
any field of human endeavor can inspire a Na
tion. In the short history of our country, we 
have been blessed by an extraordinary num
ber of such achievements. Joe DiMaggio 
stands justifiably among our heroes. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I commend our 
friend from Illinois for taking this special order 
to honor the great Joe DiMaggio. 

Of course, many of our colleagues had not 
been born when the Yankee Clipper started 
and finished his unbelievable 56 game hitting 
streak. But I can tell them that in 1941 this 
was big news, at least for a 13-year-old kid 
like me. 

A lot of things have changed in society 
since 1941 , some good, some bad. But one 
thing that isn't like'y to change anytime soon, 
and that is someone coming along and break
ing "Joltin Joe's" 56-game hitting streak. Joe 
DiMaggio captured the imagination of the 
American people that year in a way that few 
athletes could ever dream about. 

Several years ago, a book was written 
about Mr. DiMaggio entitled something like, 
"Where Have You Gone, Joe DiMaggio?" I 
can tell you where he went. He went straight 
where he's always been, right into the hearts 
and minds of his countrymen. 

Has it really been 50 years, Mr. Speaker? 
Surely it has not. To an admiring youngster 
like me, it seems like only yesterday. God 
bless Joe DiMaggio. He is part of my youth
a big part. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I am de
lighted to join my colleagues in honoring one 
of the greatest American sports legends of all 
time, Joe DiMaggio. 

The hitting streak that Joe started 50 years 
ago today is almost universally acknowledged 
as the one baseball record destined to stand 
forever. Of course, to many of today's young 
people, the name "DiMaggio" conjures up im
ages of an older gentleman known for his "Mr. 
Coffee" commercials on TV. But to many oth
ers, Joe's name summons memories of the 
"Yankee Clipper," a supremely skilled athlete 

who could hit and field as well as anyone 
who's ever played baseball. 

Joe DiMaggio's baseball career is also re
membered today because his sportsmanship 
and professionalism have made him an endur
ing, positive role model for our young people. 

To those of us who remember Joe's playing 
days, a rush of exciting memories return when 
we think of "Joltin' Joe" stepping up to the 
plate with that determined look of confidence 
and concentration. He was one heckuva ball
player. But Joe earned double honors be
cause he was-and is-a bigger-than-life 
American sports hero for millions of people. 

Joe played from 1936 to 1951 , but he lost 
what might have been his three best seasons 
while serving in the U.S. military during World 
War II. 

Throughout his career as a major leaguer, 
Joe was known as a terror at the plate. His 
56-game hitting streak, which began on May 
15, 1941 , speaks volumes about how Joe 
used his talents to achieve a record that is un
matched in the annals of baseball. Joe's ability 
to score runs earned him a lifetime batting av
erage of .325. He also hit 361 home runs 
while playing in a· total of 1,736 games. In 
1948, he hit a league-leading 39 home runs 
and he had 155 runs batted in. And as if that 
weren't enough, Joe's talents extended far be
yond the batters' box. 

As a base runner, Joe was a constant threat 
to steal because of his heads-up play. He al
ways knew the weaknesses of his opponents, 
and he never missed a sign during his career 
with the Yankees. 

As a center fielder, Joe gracefully blended 
strength, agility and quickness into a playing 
style that was a sheer wonder to behold. Joe 
used his lightning hands to pounce on hun
dreds of line drives and flyballs. And once 
he'd stopped a ball, Joe would cock his pow
erful arm and fire off throws that moved like a 
white flash. He very seldom missed his mark. 

Given his amazing talents, irs no surprise 
that Joe's Yankee teams won 10 American 
league pennants and 9 world championships. 
Joe played in 1 0 World Series and 11 All-Star 
games. He also earned honors as the Amer
ican league's most valuable player in 1939, 
1941, and 1947. 

Aside from Joe's stunning array of baseball 
skills, he was universally regarded as a gen
tleman by both players and fans throughout 
his career. During his 12 seasons, Joe was 
never ejected from a game for arguing about 
an umpire's call. Success didn't spoil Joe ei
ther. Always a bit shy and conservative, Joe 
took his many honors and achievements in 
stride. He never sought the limelight of public
ity, nor did he do anything to tarnish the rep
utation of himself or his teammates, who were 
as awed by Joe's talents as the fans. 

Part of Joe's secret was the fact that he un
derstood the crucial importance of teamwork. 
Joe was never too busy or too tired to help 
out a fellow Yankee who was in a hitting 
slump or who simply needed an encouraging 
word. By the same token, Joe fulfilled his obli
gation to his teammates by sticking to a rigor
ous physical-training program so that he could 
always give them 1 00 percent. Even when he 
was hobbled by injuries, Joe's dedication to 
his team kept him playing despite pain that 
would've have stopped lesser ballplayers in 
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their tracks. Regardless of his condition, Joe 
took an intense, personal interest in winning 
every single game he played as a Yankee. If 
the Yanks lost, he felt as if he'd let his team
mates down. 

Because of Joe's many personal and team 
triumphs, the 56-game hitting record we are 
celebrating today is not just a tribute to him, 
but to all the fans who witnessed his success. 
These include thousands of Italian immigrants, 
some of whom probably learned "DiMaggio" 
as their first word of English. Nearly 2 years 
ago, The National Italian American Foundation 
recognized Joe's symbol of success for Italian 
Americans by giving him the organization's 
Lifetime Achievement Award. Now 76, Joe 
was recognized in 1969 as baseball's greatest 
living player. In 1976, the year of our Nation's 
bicentennial, Joe's 56-game hitting streak also 
was voted as the most memorable event in 
American League history. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to include at this 
point in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an article 
which appeared in the Chicago Sun-Times 
yesterday entitled, "The Streak-50 Years 
Later the DiMaggio Mystique Grows." This ar
ticle says it all, and I would like to share it with 
my colleagues. 

The article follows: 
[From the Chicago Sun-Times, May 14, 1991] 

THE STREAK-50 YEARS LATER, THE DIMAGGIO 
MYSTIQUE GROWS 

(By Dan Pompei) 
It is the most referred to record in sports. 

Perhaps it is the most wondrous. Probably 
the most unreachable. 

It is an American legend, the kind that is 
passed along on old men's knees on back 
porches between innings of a broadcast. 
There are books about it, and there soon will 
be an 11-foot-tall bronze statue commemo
rating it on the grounds of the National Ital
ian Sports Hall of Fame in Arlington 
Heights. 

But on the 50th anniversary of Joe 
DiMaggio's fabled 56-game hitting streak, 
the mystique has eclipsed the accomplish
ment. 

Instead of illuminating and enhancing, the 
glow from the streak blurs and distracts. 

How many people know, for instance, that 
DiMaggio's first hit of the streak came 
against the White Sox on May 15, 1941? The 
victim of the hit was Edgar Smith, who gave 
up a streak-high six hits, as did fellow White 
Sox pitcher Thornton Lee. DiMaggio ex
tended his streak 12 times against the White 
Sox, including the 52nd through 55th games. 

When the streak began, the 26-year-old 
DiMaggio had been in a slump, a foreign feel
ing to him that season. In each of the 19 pre
season games DiMaggio played in, he had a 
hit. He also hit in the first eight games of 
the regular season. 

Moreover, DiMaggio started another 
streak one game after his 56-game streak 
ended, connecting in 16 consecutive games. 

Streaks were nothing out of the ordinary 
for the Yankee Clipper, who as an 18-year-old 
in 1933 hit in 61 consecutive games for the 
San Francisco Seals of the Pacific Coast 
League. 

Appreciation for the 56-game streak has 
grown to the point where there probably is 
more fuss about its anniversary than there 
was about the event. DiMaggio, 76, received 
more than 200 invitations to celebrate the 
commemoration of the streak. 

He accepted the one from the Italian 
Sports Hall, which will honor him in a pri
vate ceremony Saturday. 

During the streak, most of the world's at
tention was focused on Adolf Hitler's terrify
ing European invasion. America was not 
holding its breath every day to find out if 
DiMaggio got a hit. 

On the day DiMaggio extended his streak 
to 56 games, only 15,000 showed up at Cleve
land's Municipal Stadium. In the two pre
vious Yankees games at Comiskey Park, the 
crowds did not reach 9,000. 

Players on opposing teams say there 
wasn't a lot of dugout chatter about the 
streak. 

"There wasn't much talk about it except 
when we were going over the opposing lineup 
in our players' meeting," said Hall of Farner 
Lou Boudreau, who played a role in stopping 
the streak as the Indians' shortstop. "We 
told the pitchers to keep the ball low and in
side so he can't hit it in the air." 

The Yankees were very aware of the streak 
and discussed it often-but rarely with 
DiMaggio. 

"Everybody was afraid to talk to him 
about it," former Yankee shortstop Phil 
Rizzuto said. "He's got that mystique. Peo
ple were afraid to get too close and ask any
thing personal. It was almost like if he was 
pitching a no-hitter and you didn't want to 
mention it to him." 

Yet there were radio bulletins across the 
country during Yankees games. Les Brown's 
orchestra recorded the song, "Joltin' Joe 
DiMaggio." During games at Yankee Sta
dium, "Bojangles" Bill Robinson, an accom
plished dancer, tapped his toes on the roof of 
the Yankee' dugout and sprinkled something 
he called "goofer dust" to bring luck to 
DiMaggio. 

When DiMaggio returned to the bench 
after he passed Willie Keeler to make his the 
longest streak in history at 45 games, the 
Yankees danced a jig on the top step of their 
dugout to greet "the Big Dago," as he was 
known. 

On July 10, the Browns took out an ad in 
the St. Louis newspapers that read, "The 
Sensational Joe DiMaggio Will Attempt To 
Hit Safely in His 49th Consecutive Game." 

The streak had a significant impact on the 
way games were played. Dan Daniels, former 
sportswriter for the New York World Tele
gram and the Yankees' official scorer, said 
the streak raised the level of managing, 
fielding, pitching, umpiring official scoring 
and writing. Everyone associated with it 
wanted to give their best. 

Opposing managers juggled their pitching 
rotations to make sure their aces had a 
crack at stopping DiMaggio and the World 
Series-bound Yanks. Some pitchers refused 
to throw anything resembling a strike to 
DiMaggio. And DiMaggio's teammates would 
go to great lengths to preserve another at
bat for DiMaggio when his streak was in 
jeopardy in the late innings. 

In game No. 38 at Yankee Stadium, 
DiMaggio was 0-for-3 in the bottom of the 
eight with the Yankees leading by two runs 
and DiMaggio due to bat fourth. 

Batting second in the inning, third base
man Red Rolfe drew a walk with one out. 
Rightfielder Tommy Henrich conferred with 
manager Joe McCarthy, and they decided 
Henrich should bunt to avoid the double-play 
possibility. It worked, as DiMaggio got to 
bat and knocked the first pitch to left for a 
double. 

Opposing teams weren't always as coopera
tive. Philadelphia A's pitcher Johnny Babich 
made it known DiMaggio would be served 
nothing but junk in game No. 40, according 
to the book Streak-Joe DiMaggio and the 
Summer of '41, by Michael 'Seidel. In the 

fourth inning, Babich threw what he thought 
would be his fourth consecutive ball outside 
to DiMaggio, but DiMaggio reached over and 
lined it within inches of Babich's midsection 
and into right-center for a double. 

That hardly was the only close call. 
In the 30th game, against the White Sox at 

Yankee Stadium, DiMaggio's routine 
grounder in the seventh inning took a funny 
bounce and hit Sox shortstop Luke Appling 
in the shoulder. Appling retrieved the ball, 
dropped it, picked it up again and threw too 
late. Daniel ruled it a hit, and the streak 
would have ended if he hadn't. In the ninth 
inning, Sox rightfielder Taft Wright jumped 
above the wall to take away a DiMaggio 
home run. 

The next day, his only hit was another 
grounder Appling could only knock down. 

In the game DiMaggio tied Keeler's record, 
he singled in the early innings. A good thing 
it was, as the game was called on account of 
rain after five innings. 

Many of the 54,674 fans at Tiger Stadium 
for game No. 49 feared DiMaggio wouldn't 
have a chance to extend the streak. A 
pregame rumor circulated that DiMaggio 
had been injured in a car accident, and the 
crowd cheerfully voiced its relief when 
DiMaggio was introduced. 

The White Sox again gave DiMaggio a hand 
in game No. 54. DiMaggio's only hit was a 
slow roller to the third baseman. DiMaggio 
was able to beat it out only because Bob 
Kennedy was playing so deep. 

But the same strategy, deployed by the In
dians three days later, halted the streak. 

Third baseman Ken Keltner shared Ken
nedy's philosophy that playing DiMaggio 
deep was playing him smart on the rtight of 
July 17, when a then-record 67,468 people 
jammed into Municipal Stadium. 

"Deep?" DiMaggio said recently. "My God, 
he was standing in left field." 

Keltner had reason to. On June 1, 
DiMaggio had kept his streak going by 
smashing a grounder by Keltner that he 
might have fielded had he been playing deep
er. Keltner wasn't going to be burned twice. 

Also, Keltner knew the field was soggy be
cause of rain the previous day, so DiMaggio 
couldn't get out of the batter's box quickly. 

On a pair of DiMaggio grounders down the 
line that night, Keltner needed every second 
to throw him out. 

"They were two unconscious plays, back
handed stabs," Keltner said last week. 

And that night was a highlight of the ca
reer of Keltner, a seven-time All-Star. But 
Keltner wasn't sure how he would be re
ceived after playing such a role in stopping 
the streak, so he had a police escort get him 
out of the stadium. 

"Joe's got a lot of friends in Cleveland," 
Keltner said. "I was glad to get out of the 
ballpark." 

Even after Keltner's defensive brilliance, 
DiMaggio had another chance in the ninth 
inning. He hit a wicked ground ball just to 
the left of second that looked like a hit. 

"It took a bad hop, and in defense of my 
face, I reached up with my bare hand by my 
ear, and the ball stuck in it," shortstop 
Boudreau said. 

And just like that, pitchers Al Smith and 
Jim Bagby had combined to hold DiMaggio 
hitless in three at-bats. 

The next day's editions of Chicago Daily 
Times printed an Associated Press photo of 
DiMaggio holding up both hands and signal
ing "OK." But his fingers formed goose eggs 
that day. 

"I wish," DiMaggio said, "it could have 
gone on forever." 
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In a way, it has. 
Finally, I'm proud to have joined in today's 

commemoration of Joe's latest milestone-the 
50th anniversary of his famous hitting streak. 
Joe, I want to take this occasion to offer you 
my warmest congratulations for the many con
tributions you've made to baseball. My only 
hope is that the future brings even greater 
successes. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
celebrate an outstanding sportsman and his 
remarkable record. On this day, 50 years ago, 
"Joltin' Joe" DiMaggio hit a single, beginning 
the longest hitting streak in baseball history. 

DiMaggio went on to hit the ball consistently 
in 56 consecutive games. After half a century, 
this singular achievement remains unbroken 
and unchallenged. 

As an original cosponsor of House Joint 
Resolution 235, which would designate May 
15, as "Joe DiMaggio Day," I am proud to 
honor that great ballplayer, not just because 
he could hit the ball-and could he hit the 
ball-but because in his life on and off the 
field, Joe DiMaggio has been a great Amer
ican and a true gentleman. 

Joe DiMaggio is a Yankee even a die-hard 
Brooklyn Dodgers fan can love. Forty years 
after his retirement from the game, he remains 
among our most revered sports legends. 

His trademark was a consistent excellence 
not found before or since. DiMaggio compiled 
a lifetime batting average of .325 over 1 , 736 
games in 13 seasons with the Yankees. Dur
ing that time, the Bronx Bombers won 1 0 
American l:.eague pennants and 9 World Se
ries. 

Joe DiMaggio was named the most valuable 
player 3 times and played on 11 American 
League All-Star teams. 

He was inducted into the Baseball Hall of 
Fame in 1955. The vote was unanimous. 

Joe DiMaggio is a leading example of the 
many distinguished Italian-Americans who 
have contributed to, and defined, what it 
means to be an American. We all share in the 
justifiable pride all Italian-Americans take in 
the Yankee Clipper's achievements. A truly 
great Italian-American, he remains a role 
model for every American, young and old. 

Quiet and courtly in his manner, DiMaggio 
personified the gentleman sportsman of an
other era. He added grace and dignity to the 
skill of his game. 

Mr. Speaker, rarely in American life can we 
point to a man who not only reaches the very 
pinnacle of his field, only to rise above the ad
ulation that necessarily follows such success. 
Joe DiMaggio is one such man. If baseball is 
the great American pastime, then Joe 
DiMaggio is truly a great American. I am 
proud to join my many colleagues in marking 
the 50th anniversary of his exceptional 
achievement. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to 
join in this special order honoring Joe 
DiMaggio, one of the great hitters and fielders 
in the century-plus history of baseball. Hjs 
home run power at bat was awesome and his 
record of hitting in 56 straight games will prob
ably never be equalled. It must have been ter
ribly disconceming for a pitcher just to have to 
look down from the mound and see Joe 
DiMaggio facing him from the batter's box. He 
was a marvel to watch at the plate. Joe 

DiMaggio was one of those very few players 
who could look great swinging at a pitch-and 
missing it. Too often when fans reflect upon 
the career of Joe DiMaggio they are inclined 
to overlook his fielding ability. He had a long, 
graceful stride which he never seemed to be 
pressing as he raced for a ball, and which al
ways-it seemed-got him to the ball at just 
the right moment to rob an opponent of a 
base hit, or more likely, an extra base hit. And 
it should be noted that his record off the field 
is untarnished. He has always been a true 
gentleman, an outstanding example for Amer
ican youth. 

The greatest error in DiMaggio's brilliant ca
reer was not committed by him in the field. It 
took place in the front office of the Chicago 
Cubs while Joe was on the west coast in the 
minor leagues. The Cubs dropped the ball 
when they had the opportunity to bring him to 
the majors to play on Chicago's north side. 
We would have loved you in Chicago, Joe. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, it began quietly, 
50 years ago today in New York City with a 
seemingly routine single against the Chicago 
White Sox. It ended 63 days and 223 at-bats 
later in front of 67,000 fans brimming with ex
citement in Cleveland. I speak, of course, of 
Joe DiMaggio's unsurpassed and unequaled 
56-game hitting streak during the summer of 
1941. 

I vividly recall the summer of 1941 . I had 
just graduated from LSU and was preparing to 
enter the Army when Joe DiMaggio began to 
heat up the baseball season. 

As I said, the streak began quietly. In fact, 
no one made mention of a streak at all until 
he had hit safely in 13 consecutive games. 
But from that point on, the excitement and the 
tension continued to grow. Actually it appears 
as though the excitement infected just about 
everyone in the country, except for Joe. As 
Dick Heller so poignantly described in last Fri
day's Washington Times, Joe remained grace
ful and calm throughout his streak. Perhaps 
this is because he had gone through this be
fore during his 61-game hitting streak in the 
minors. 

It's amazing to me that not one of 43 pitch
ers, including the legendary Bob Feller, who 
had two opportunities, could hold DiMaggio 
hitless. Not even the Philadelphia Athletics' 
now notorious Johnny Babich could cool 
DiMaggio down. 

I suppose this story is now baseball legend, 
but I think it deserves retelling. DiMaggio's 
streak was at 39 games and Babich was de
termined to end it there. But he had a different 
strategy than most pitchers. He decided that 
since no one seemed able to get Joe out, he 
simply wouldn't throw him anything he could 
hit. In other words, he was going to pitch 
around Joe, walk him. In the first inning, he 
walked DiMaggio on four straight pitches, and 
again in Joe's second at-bat. In his third at
bat, after three straight balls, Babich threw the 
next pitch outside, only not far enough. Joe 
extended his arms and reached out and lined 
the ball right back up the middle through 
Babich's legs for a single. The streak had 
reached 40 games. 

After that game, the streak never was in se
rious jeopardy. What amazes me to this day is 
that immediately after the Indian's AI Smith 
and Jim Bagby combined to end the streak at 

56 games, DiMaggio promptly began a 16-
game hitting streak. This to me captures the 
poise which Joe brought to the game of base
ball. 

After a career of immense accomplishments 
Joe retired in 1951. He played in 9 World Se
ries, 11 All Star Games, and over 1,700 regu
lar season games. In addition, he had a .325 
lifetime batting average to go along with 361 
home runs and over 2,200 hits. Not to mention 
that he was one of the greatest center fielders 
in baseball history. Putting this all together, 
Joe DiMaggio just may be the most complete 
player ever to step between the foul lines. 

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Speaker, It's grad
uation time. 

In the 1960's that fact inspired a movie-a 
movie that contained two memorable lines. 

Dustin Hoffman, the graduate, was told that 
the future was-pause for effect-"plastics." 

Simon and Garfunkel's musical sound track 
asked: "Where have you gone, Joe 
DiMaggio?" With the plaintive note that "Ana
tion turns its Ioney eyes to you." 

It is true that a good deal of the Nation's in
dustrial health in recent years was made of 
plastic and, unfortunately much of its social 
and athletic life has been a little plastic too. 

But Joe DiMaggio's past, his present, and 
what we hope will be a long and pleasant fu
ture has decidedly not been plastic-and in 
many ways a nation jaded by multimillion-dol
lar athletic salaries and scandal still turns its 
eyes to the Yankee Clipper to Joltin' Joe, to a 
man who never was thrown out of a ball game 
and for whom the phrase "gentleman athlete" 
is a definition. 

It is fitting that Joe DiMaggio ended the feat 
for which he is most famous, and for which he 
may live in the record books forever, in the 
season of graduation and the spring of new 
beginnings. We can be reminded each year as 
the baseball season progresses, as the Na
tion's thoughts tum to summer's recreation 
and respite from the doldrums of winter and 
inconsistency of spring of a man who personi
fies all that is the best about the game which 
has been called our national pastime. 

It is also special that Joe DiMaggio is still 
out and about today, the 50th anniversary of 
his 1941 string of 56 consecutive games in 
which he hit safely. And he is still the gen
tleman, the ambassador, the generous and 
quiet representative that we all think the game 
of baseball deserves. 

There are many greats in our baseball folk
lore. A lot of baseball players have plied their 
trade on the fields of dreams that young men 
in America dream, but none is more treasured 
than Joe DiMaggio. It is with great pleasure 
that I join my colleagues in recognizing this 
golden anniversary, for a man good as gold 
and as true to himself and the sport that he 
played today as he has been since he first 
jogged out onto a field. 

Joltin' Joe-the Nation turns its eyes to you, 
with thanks for some great memories. I bring 
to my colleagues' attention a recent article on 
Joe DiMaggio from the New York Times-the 
paper of record in a town for which Joe's 
record stands as a monument to a man and 
his career: 

[From the New York Times, Feb. 5, 1991) 
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FOR JOE D, 1941 GLOWS GoLDEN Now 

(By Dave Anderson) 
Only a few baseball players are identified 

forever with a year: Babe Ruth with 1927, 
Bobby Thomson with 1951, Roger Maris with 
1961. Even fewer endure long enough to cele
brate the golden anniversary of their year. 
But for Joe DiMaggio now, it's as if it were 
1941 when he batted safely in 56 consecutive 
games-a record that has never really been 
approached, a record that probably will 
never be broken. 

"But if I thought after 50 years I'd be going 
to half a dozen banquets, I would have quit 
hitting after 40 games," he joked Sunday 
night. "Don't get me wrong. I love that 
record." 

That record must love him, too. They be
long together. •Baseball's most majestic 
record is held by its most majestic personal
ity. Up on the Sheraton Center dais at the 
New York Baseball Writers dinner, his silver 
hair glistened above his tuxedo. He's 76 years 
old now. But he's still Joe D. The Yankee 
Clipper. Joltin' Joe. The Jolter. Or, as Er
nest Hemingway wrote of him in "The Old 
Man and The Sea," the great DiMaggio. 

"Joe, Joe DiMaggio," the voice of Betty 
Bonney had sung earlier while black-and
white film clips of his career were shown, 
"we want you on our side." 

Another 1941 personality, Leo Durocher, 
who managed the Brooklyn Dodgers to the 
National League pennant that year before 
losing to the Yankees in the World Series, 
understood DiMaggio's majesty. Honored for 
having been the manager of the 1951 Giants 
that won the pennant on Thomson's homer, 
Durocher is 85 now, gaunt and gravel-voiced. 

"I read a squib that a certain athlete was 
getting a million-eight and he couldn't make 
it," Durocher said. " Joe, do you think you 
could make it on a million-eight?" 

DiMaggio smiled gently. His highest base
ball salary was $100,000. Now he earns more 
than that at memorabilia shows to sign, in 
his graceful flow, baseball's most coveted au
tograph. But when Durocher finished telling 
stories about Jim (Dusty) Rhodes and Larry 
MacPhail, he glanced at DiMaggio. 

"You've got the coup de grace here," 
Durocher said. "The greatest ballplayer of 
all time." 

After introducing DiMaggio, Mel Allen, 
reached for a box containing DiMaggio's 
award. 

"It's a piece of Waterford crystal, the only 
one of its kind," Allen said. "In the shape of 
a baseball glove." 

But when Allen took the crystal out of its 
box, it was shaped like a vase, not a glove. 

"Maybe this," Allen said, holding up the 
vase as if to catch a fly ball, "is how he did 
it." 

After the film clips of DiMaggio's career 
had been shown an hour earlier, more than 
1,000 people stood and applauded, then he 
stood and raised both arms in appreciation. 
Now, as he arrived at the lectern, another 
standing ovation erupted before he congratu
lated the other honorees. He told his joke 
about wishing he had stopped after 40 games, 
then he stared fondly at the crystal vase. 

"I had a collection of about 25 of these 
pieces," he said. "I gave them to my sister in 
San Francisco. You know what happened. 
The earthquake destroyed all of them. But 
this piece I'm going to keep." 

He told stories about sportswriters of his 
time. About how at the dogtrack at spring 
training, Grantland Rice always had the win
ner because he bet every dog in the race. 
About how on a fishing trip Jimmy Cannon 
didn't reel in a marlin because he was too 

busy reading a book. Then he told about hit
ting a home run off Bobo Newsome, a big 
right-hander of his era who in his tra.vels 
pitched briefly for the Philadelphia Athlet
ics, then owned and managed by Connie 
Mack. 

"I hit it into the upper deck in old Shibe 
Park," he recalled. "But when Bobo got back 
to the dugout, Mr. Mack told him, 'Mr. 
Newsome, please sit next to me. ' 

"Mr. Mack said, 'Mr. Newsome, what kind 
of a pitch did you throw DiMaggio? Bobo 
told him a fastball. Mr. Mack said, 'Mr. 
Newsome, I want you to throw DiMaggio 
nothing but curveballs. ' The next time up, 
Bobo threw me that wrinkle he called a 
curve. It didn't break more than 2 inches. 
This time I really got hold of it. I hit it over 
the roof. 

Going around the bases, I saw Bobo take a 
few steps toward the A's dugout and yell, 
'Mr. Mack, he hit yours farther than he hit 
mine.'" 

These homers occurred in 1946, five years 
after the streak in the year for which Joe 
DiMaggio will always be identified, will al- · 
ways be remembered. But now in closing, he 
alluded to the true measure of his career: 
that during his 13 seasons from 1936 to 1951 
(with three years in the Army), the Yankees 
won 10 American League pennants and nine 
World Series. 

"One day somebody's going to come along 
and break that record and take it away," Joe 
DiMaggio said, meaning his 56-game streak. 
"But one thing they won't take away is the 
Yankee success during my era." 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, today my col
league, Congressman MARTY Russo, has in
troduced House Joint Resolution 21 0 in honor 
of one of baseball's greatest players: Joe 
DiMaggio. 

This legislation will designate May 18, 1991, 
as "Joe DiMaggio Day." It commemorates the 
50th anniversary of a remarkable achieve
ment: Joltin' Joe's 56-game hitting streak. No 
other player in history has been able to match 
this, and I doubt one ever will. There is no 
other player like Joe DiMaggio. 

My constituents have written, urging me to 
support this legislation. I confess I am too 
young to have known of this feat directly. But 
I was blessed this week with the presence in 
my office of four people who remember the 
summer of 1941. 

Estelle and Lawrence Mohr and Elizabeth 
and Frank Goodell, my senior interns, re
counted their memories of that golden sum
mer. Mr. Mohr was in the Quartermaster 
Corps, stationed at Camp Leed, VA. "Every 
day, when we came into the barracks, we 
would ask: 'What was the score?' and 'Did 
Joe get any hits?' No one needed to ask 'Joe 
who?' Everybody knew," he says. "When the 
streak ended, we had a party-a funeral 
wake, more like it." 

"He is a terrific man," added Mrs. Mohr, 
with Mrs. Goodell in total agreement. "So 
graceful, and a nice person." 

"Toward the end of the streak, the sports 
stores would set up radios with speakers to 
broadcast the games," said Mr. Goodell. "In 
the window, someone would keep a score
board with shaving cream. Mobs of people 
would gather around, especially if it got to be 
the eighth or ninth inning, and Joe hadn't got 
a hit yet. But when he did get a hit, a great 
roar would go up. It was a party in the street. 
Yes, it was like a funeral wake when the 
streak ended." 

Fifty years later, Joe DiMaggio is the grand 
gentleman of baseball. He has lived to see 
himself become a legend, but we can do him 
no greater honor than the one he created for 
himself, with his tireless dedication to a sport 
he loves. 

I am proud to support my colleague as a ccr 
sponsor of this legislation, and I am proud to 
know that Joe DiMaggio was one of New 
York's own, not to mention a great Italian
American. 

Bravo, Joe DiMaggio, and congratulations. 
Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

join my colleagues in honoring Joe DiMaggio, 
one of America's most respected and beloved 
public figures. 

It was half a century ago today that Joe 
DiMaggio embarked upon one of baseball's 
most enduring records-his 56-game consecu
tive hitting streak. The legend is, in that year, 
on a gorgeous spring day in Florida during 
training camp, the Yankee Clipper eager as 
usual to get to work, received a traffic ticket 
for speeding. As the story goes, it was the 
only time the New York Yankees' centerfielder 
was stopped in 1941. 

On the humid afternoon of May 15, 1941 , 
against the Chicago White Sox in Yankee Sta
dium, Joe DiMaggio stroked a first-inning sin
gle to begin his record-setting streak. It was 
not until 2 months later, on July 17, versus the 
Cleveland Indians, that Joltin' Joe was finally 
held without a hit. During that remarkable 
span of 56 games, DiMaggio hit for a .408 
batting average with 91 hits, 35 extra bases 
hits, and 15 horne runs. He also scored 56 
runs and had 55 runs batted in. Undaunted by 
the end of his unparalleled hitting streak, the 
future Hall of Fame began another 16-game 
streak the next day. When it had ended, he 
had hit safely in 72 of 73 games. 

Although every baseball fan remembers the 
singular feat of his 56-consecutive-game 
streak, Joe DiMaggio was also known, 
throughout his career, for his quick, powerful 
bat and his graceful fielding ability. His casual 
over-the-shoulder catches are still considered 
to be one of the great sights in all of baseball. 
Overcoming a series of physical mishaps 
throughout his career, DiMaggio frequently 
would play although doctors, at times, had for
bidden him to even walk. At the age of 28, he 
enlisted his efforts in the Air Force for World 
War II, trading in his princely $43,500 salary 
for a private's $50 a month. DiMaggio's 
steadying and inspirational influence led his 
Yankees to an unprecedented 10 American 
League pennants and 9 World Series cham
pionships. 

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate Joe DiMaggio. 
He is a legend in the history of America's 
greatest pastime. DiMaggio's strength, gra
ciousness, and· eloquence, on and off the field, 
have truly made him a hero for the ages. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, when we cele
brate the anniversary of a memorable event in 
our lives, it can often have a strange effect on 
us as individuals. When I realized that today 
marks the celebration of the 50th anniversary 
of "Yankee Clipper" Joe DiMaggio's 56-game 
hitting streak, my first reaction was to be 
struck by the passage of time. 

Joe D. was a hero that a young person 
could truly appreciate and that carries through 
well into adulthood. Each year about this time 
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when the Congressional Baseball Game 
draws near, Roll Call, the newspaper of Cap
itol Hill asks who is my all-time favorite, and 
I always think of DiMaggio first and foremost. 

The true magic of baseball is that it is time
less and a record, once set, remains as an 
event in the present-even after 50 years. . 

For a moment, I'm a kid again. Listening to 
the radio. Going to the ball park. 

And, especially for a guy named Gallo, Joe 
DiMaggio was a symbol for all the great things 
in life that were possible, if you just got out 
there and kept swinging. 

Mr. Speaker, I join with my colleagues today 
to recognize a true American hero. We salute 
you, Joe DiMaggio. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize a truly great figure among 
American sportsmen, Joe DiMaggio. Across 
this great Nation today, Americans in every 
State will reflect back to that Thursday in May, 
1941 , when Joe DiMaggio's famous 56-con
secutive-game hitting streak began. At a time 
when the whole world was faced with great 
turmoil, Joltin' Joe and his teammates pro
vided a welcome reprieve for Americans ev
erywhere. 

Joe DiMaggio is a classic example of Amer
ican integrity. A native son of the Italian-Amer
ican community, Joe DiMaggio has always 
been an example of sportsmanship and civic 
virtue. On the field he. was an outstanding ath
lete, off the field he has always been a gen
tleman. For 3 years during World War II, Joe 
served in the Armed Forces of our Nation, 
standing firm in the defense of liberty and 
freedom for all men. Upon his return to the 
ball diamond after the war, Joe continued his 
baseball career until his retirement in 1951 . 

While he no longer graces the ball diamond 
as a player, his example and incredible record 
remain intact today, 50 years later. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, today is a very 
special day for sports fans everywhere. It was 
exactly 50 years ago today that Joe DiMaggio 
began his 56-game hitting streak during the 
summer of 1941. This feat has few rivals in 
baseball, let alone the entire world of sports. 
It has been called one of the three unbreak
able records in baseball, the others being 
Hank Aaron's astronomical home run total and 
Ty Cobb's career batting average of 367. 

In addition to setting the 56-game hitting 
streak, The Yankee Clipper is one of those 
rare athletes who maintained a level of excel
lence in every aspect of his daily life, providing 
America with a classic role model while the 
world was at war. Joe not only took our minds 
off the Great War, but, as many people forget, 
he served 2 years in the Army after his hitting 
streak. We should be proud and honored at 
the many contributions he has made to our 
Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, in addition to being one of 
America's greatest athletes, Joltin' Joe 
DiMaggio is a gentleman in the classic sense. 
One can only hope the level of excellence dis
played by Joe DiMaggio, both on and off the 
field, will be emulated by every athlete in 
America. 

In addition to being adored by sports fans in 
this country, Joe is also a source of pride for 
Italian-Americans everywhere. He is a walking 
testament that the American dream is alive 
and well. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, in a nation 
barely more than 200 years old, 50 years is a 
very long time. In baseball, a game that has 
existed in its modern state for barely more 
than a century, 50 years is a very long time 
indeed. 

Today fans of our national pastime remem
ber a remarkable feat that has stood unchal
lenged for 50 years. We remember that magic 
season, 1941, when a 27 -year-old Italian
American outfielder for the New York Yankees 
hit safely in 56 consecutive games. 

Joe DiMaggio: a name that is synonymous 
with consistency, determination and success. 
In his 13 seasons with the Yankees, his team 
won the American League pennant 1 0 times, 
and the World Series nine. No other baseball 
dynasty-not even the Yankees of an earlier 
decade with players such as Babe Ruth and 
Lou Gehrig-can boast such a record of suc
cess. 

Off the field, DiMaggio was a quiet man, 
·and avoided publicity. His style is a sharp con
trast to today's millionaire athletes whose in
flated salaries are matched only by their in
flated egos. DiMaggio's highest baseball sal
ary was $100,000 a year, a small sum by 
modern standards. 

DiMaggio's 56-game hitting record may one 
day fall. In fact it very likely will. However, his 
leadership, work ethic and the success they 
brought to him and his teammates can never 
be erased. DiMaggio is a name Italian-Ameri
cans speak with pride. It is a name that has 
become a part of baseball history and Amer
ican legend. Long after his place in the record 
book is gone, the name of Joe DiMaggio will 
continue to echo through the minds, hearts 
and memories of baseball fans everywhere. 

Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak 
about a great American, Joe DiMaggio. Today, 
I join my colleagues in celebrating the 50th 
anniversary of the day on which Joe began his 
56-game hitting streak, a record which will en
dure in the pages of baseball history. Fifty 
years after this great athletic achievement, Joe 
DiMaggio, by his contributions to society, is a 
well respected and beloved figure who will 
never be forgotten by the American people. 

Joe DiMaggio was born in Martinez, CA on 
November 25, 1914. He was the eighth of the 
nine children born to Joseph Paul and Rosalia 
DiMaggio, Italian immigrants who settled in the 
San Francisco area. His professional baseball 
career started in 1932 when he began playing 
for a Pacific Coast League team. In 1936 he 
was hired by the New York Yankees, where 
he earned the reputation of "the greatest ball
player of all time." 

Joe was and still is considered one of the 
best all around players ever to have stepped 
up to the plate. He was a skilled baserunner, 
an outstanding outfielder, and a consistent 
and powerful hitter. He was voted the Amer
ican League's most valuable player in 1939, 
1941 , and 194 7 and played in 11 all-star 
games. During his 13 years with the Yankees, 
he led the team to an astounding 1 0 American 
League pennant wins, and 9 World Series vic
tories. In recognition of his contributions to the 
game of baseball, Joe was elected to the 
Baseball Hall of Fame in 1955. 

There is also a subtler side to the achieve
ments of Joe DiMaggio which statistics and 
awards do not adequately reveal. Joe was a 

leader and source of inspiration amongst his 
teammates often in the face of personal ad
versity. Plagued by injuries and ailments 
throughout his career, Joe dedicated himself 
to the team, often going against his doctor's 
recommendations. In order to compensate for 
his injuries, Joe studied and practiced long 
hours, becoming an authority on the tech
niques of baseball. Through a combination of 
hard work, grit, and passion for the game, Joe 
dramatically overcame his physical challenges. 

Joe was considered an expert by his team
mates and he was always willing to share his 
knowledge to help others. Throughout his ca
reer, Joe never let success go to his head. He 
was known by his colleagues for his modesty 
and commitment to the game of baseball. 
Through his baseball career, he avoided con
frontation with his fellow players, managers, 
and owners-it is said that he never once ar
gued an unpire's call. It is worthy to note that 
Joe's personal life was also free of scandal or 
excess, in spite of the fact that he lived a life 
of fame and traveled in America's elite social 
circles. Both young and old admired Joe for 
his character as a virtuous and honorable 
American as well as for his skill as a ball
player. 

Joe DiMaggio was both an athlete of re
markable talent and ability and as a man of 
distinction and character. He also had a rare 
opportunity to contribute to the spirit of the Na
tion. Joe played ball during trying times for 
America, for the country was just recovering 
from the Great Depression and entering into 
World War II. At the same time, millions of im
migrants, fleeing Hitler's madness, poured into 
America's cities, facing an uncertain future in 
a foreign land. Along came Joe DiMaggio, or 
as his fans called him "the Yankee Clipper'' 
and "Joltin' Joe," an immigrant's son who 
could play the American game of baseball like 
no one else. His stellar achievements brought 
hope to millions of Americans who also 
yearned for greatness and success. Joe was 
proof that their challenges could be overcome 
and that their talent and determination could 
pay off. He was a living example of the Amer
ican dream. 

Today, 50 years after Joe DiMaggio began 
his 56-game hitting streak, I wish to join my 
distinguished colleagues in saluting this genu
ine American hero. He is a remarkable man 
who will always hold a special place in the 
hearts of the American people. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, as I join my 
colleagues in paying tribute to the great Joe 
DiMaggio, I must admit that following major 
league baseball has never been one of my 
major priorities. Still, the stellar career of the 
"Yankee Clipper," and especially his 56-game 
hitting streak of 50 years ago, are well known 
even to those of us who have only a passing 
interest in baseball. Indeed, I bet that if you 
asked a random sampling of Americans-fans 
and nonfans alike-to name the five greatest 
ballplayers of all time, Joe DiMaggio would be 
on almost everyone's list. 

The fact is that Joe DiMaggio is not only 
one of the greatest professional athletes of all 
time, he is quite simply one of the great Amer
icans of the 20th century. We are truly fortu
-nate to have an individual of his calibre among 
us. Joe DiMaggio embodies all of the virtues 
that Americans have traditionally celebrated 
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and aspired to. The son of immigrant parents, 
he attained the very highest levels of accom
plishment in his chosen profession, the Amer
ican pastime, leading by example while main
taining his decency, personal integrity and hu
mility. He served his country in a time of 
war-despite the fact that it meant missing 
three seasons during the prime of his career. 

Indeed, the symbolism that shrouds Joe 
DiMaggio may cause us to forget that behind 
the legend is a man whom the common man 
could identify with because he never stopped 
identifying with the common man. He never 
felt entirely comfortable with his celebrity sta
tus. The true measure of this unique man, I 
believe, can be seen in the fact that his team
mates and the others who have known him 
well hold him in as much awe as his many 
fans and admirers. 

As an American of Italian descent, I take 
special pride in paying tribute to this special 
individual. Italian-Americans have distin
guished themselves in many fields of endeav
or in our society, from government to business 
to baseball. Yet none have attained the uni
versal recognition and admiration that is ac
corded to Joe DiMaggio. While we Italian
Americans feel a special pride for Joe 
DiMaggio, he has transcended whatever cat
egories we may put him in, ethnic or other
wise, to become a uniquely American folk 
hero for people of all generations. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
voice my support of House Joint Resolution 
210, which commemorates the 50th anniver
sary of Joe DiMaggio's major league record 
56-game hitting streak, and his enduring, posi
tive influence on baseball and American youth. 

The "Yankee Clipper's" hitting streak stands 
as one of professional sports' most revered 
and romanticized-and perhaps most untouch
able-records. In hitting safely in consecutive 
games which amounted to more than fully 
one-third of the 1941 season, Joe exhibited an 
athleticism, work ethic, and consistent com
petitiveness that distinguished him among his 
peers. This feat crystallized the mythical 13-
year career of a player considered by many to 
be the game's greatest all-around talent and 
finest symbol. That none of the great hitters of 
the subsequent half-century have come within 
a dozen games of his record is perhaps its 
greatest tribute. 

Joe DiMaggio holds a special place in the 
hearts of thousands of constituents in my rep
resentative district, which is home to many 
Italian-Americans, as well as countless Yan
kee fans. Joe's gentlemanly decorum was the 
embodiment of the 'gracious winner' philoso
phy of sports which I believe is necessary to 
making organized athletics a positive pursuit 
for American youth. To this day Joe DiMaggio 
stands as a model of athletic behavior toward 
which coaches and parents alike direct their 
children. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my colleagues 
to join me in saluting baseball great Joe 
DiMaggio on "Joe DiMaggio Day." I sincerely 
believe we will never see another like him, so 
we must cherish such opportunities to honor 
him and recall his historic feat. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor a true living legend and one of the 
greatest Italian-American heros of all time: Joe 
DiMaggio. Today, we celebrate the 50th anni-

versary of baseball's most impressive accom
plishment: the magnificent 56-game hitting 
streak of 1941 . 

Joe, the son of Sicilian immigrants, won the 
hearts and minds of millions of Americans at 
a time when the country desperately needed a 
hero. I remember that as a child growing up 
in New Haven's Wooster Square, the heart of 
the Italian community, you could always hear 
the Yankee game playing from the radio in 
every window. And after the game, nobody 
asked you how the Yankees did. They always 
asked, "How did Joe do?" Joe DiMaggio was 
an inspiration and a role model for all Italian
Americans. 

In the uncertain years before World War II, 
Joe's graceful fielding and powerful hitting 
mesmerized a generation of baseball fans. His 
accomplishments speak for themselves: be
sides the unforgettable hitting streak, he was 
a 13-time all star, a perennial .300 plus hitter, 
the winner of 1 0 American League pennants 
and nine world championships. 

Yet all of these accomplishments and 
records are overshadowed by the character of 
the man who holds them. His class and Yan
kee pride are exhibited in everything he does. 
In all his years as a player, Joe was never 
thrown out of a game. He gave 1 00 percent 
every day he played. And he interrupted his 
baseball career to serve his country in the 
War. 

Someday, all of Joe DiMaggio's records 
may be broken--yes, even the 56-game hit
ting streak. But his style and grace on and off 
the field will always remain, and his legend will 
never diminish. As an Italian-American, I will 
always have a special place in my heart for 
the "Yankee Clipper." 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to pay tribute to a living legend and 
one of America's greatest athletes. 

Born in my hometown of Martinez, CA, Joe 
DiMaggio was the seventh of eight children 
and the second youngest boy in the DiMaggio 
family. Inspired by his older brother's interest 
in baseball, Joe rose from a school ballplayer 
unable to afford a team uniform, to a baseball 
hall of famer and one of the greatest names 
in sports history. 

At the age of 17, Joe began his professional 
career with the minor league San Francisco 
Seals. One year later, he unleashed a 61-
game batting streak and a remarkable career 
at the plate. 

His superb hitting was only rivaled by his 
fielding. His miraculous catches awed fans 
across the country. While in the majors, during 
his first year with the New York Yankees, Joe 
managed the most assists in the league. That 
year he made an amazing catch in the World 
Series at the steps of the clubhouse and was 
named to the all-star team. He returned as an 
all-star every year for the rest of his career. 

The "Yankee Clipper' is best known for a 
hitting streak which commenced 50 years ago 
today against the Chicago White Sox. A single 
in that game marked the beginning of a 56-
game hitting streak, a major league record 
that is still unbroken and one that many ex
perts believe will never be surpassed. 

Although his career was plagued by injury, 
this superstar managed to capture nine World 
Series titles and earn two most valuable play
er awards. His performance both on and off 

the field earned him the respect of generations 
to come. 

Baseball is one of the cornerstones of this 
Nation's identity. Filled with tradition, the game 
lends a sense of heritage to a country still in 
its youth. Joe DiMaggio helped to shape the 
game we know today. He was a leader in the 
sport and a role model outside the stadium. At 
76, today he remains a source of pride and in
spiration for all those with an interest in the 
sport of baseball. 

Today May 15, the 50th anniversary of Joe 
DiMaggio's 56-game hitting streak, I am proud 
to join my colleagues in honoring this distin
guished American. 

Mr. BACCHUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today as 
one of Joltin' Joe DiMaggio's biggest fans. In 
1969, a centennial poll designated Joe as "the 
game's greatest living player." 

What a record-361 career home r~Jns, 
1 ,537 RBI's and 1 ,390 runs scored. Not to 
mention the all time major league record of 56 
consecutive games with a hit. 

Joe was a hero to so many young men and 
women who watched him. After recovering 
from a heel injury, he hit four home runs in a 
three-game sweep of the Boston Red Sox in 
1949. Joe was a real hero, the best of the 
boys of summer. There was a little DiMaggio 
in each of us who played little league and 
lived the ritual of baseball on radio and TV. 

I want my son Joey to see today's 
DiMaggios; to know baseball on a Saturday 
afternoon; to see the blur of a Nolan Ryan 
fastball or the speed of Ricky Henderson 
along the base paths. I want Joey to experi
ence the magic of professional baseball in Or
lando, an area' that is already a magic king
dom for the young at heart from all over the 
globe. 

You would be hard pressed to find a better 
home for professional baseball. Because 
central Florida is the world's number one tour
ist destination, visitors from all over the world 
could experience our national pastime. 

Let the world witness what we already 
know. 

Orlando has proven itself as a world class 
city capable of supporting a professional 
sports team. The Orlando Magic of the NBA 
fill the arena every game. Orlando's perfect 
climate allows us to build the kind of stadium 
that baseball prefers, and open air, natural 
grass field that will rekindle memories of 
Wrigley Field and Memorial Stadium. 

The support in Orlando for a major league 
baseball team is overwhelming. Already 
37,000 deposits have been made on season 
tickets. If Joe DiMaggio were still in the game 
he would want to play in Orlando. 

Central Florida is ready to be the next field 
of dreams. 

FAIR TRADE VERSUS FREE TRADE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, within 
the next 2 weeks, Members of this 
Chamber will have the occasion to re
tain its constitutional authority to es
tablish policies with our foreign trad
ing partners. 
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The gentleman from North Dakota 
[Mr. DORGAN] introduced a resolution 
disapproving the extension of fast 
track procedures to bills to implement 
trade agreements entered into after 
May 31, 1991. 

A vote on Mr. DORGAN's resolution 
presents a historic opportunity for the 
Congress to regain control of trade is
sues that impacts every segment of our 
society, every small town and commu
nity, every large industrial city-what 
few are left-and virtually every ci ti
zen. 

In accordance with the Omnibus 
Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988, 
Congress has until June 1, 1991-just 2 
weeks from now-to decide whether or 
not to extend to the President the con
tinued guarantees that legislation nec
es~ry to implement any final North 
American Free-Trade Agreement and 
General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade will be continued. 

This is a subject that has divided the 
Congress-not along party lines, but 
along philosphical lines. You may call 
it free traders versus fair traders; or 
big business versus medium and small 
businesses, as well as labor. It also is 
an environmental issue, a human 
rights issue, an immigration issue, a 
jobs issue, but above all else, it is an 
American preservation issue-one that 
will dictate whether or not the Con
gress, and the people whom we rep
resent, have any say whatsover in de
termining the quality of life and the 
standard of living we will enjoy in the 
future. 

Mr. Speaker, since January, more 
than 30 hearings have been held by var
ious committees and subcommittees of 
the Congress to explore the extenson of 
fast track authority and the implica
tions of a North American Free Agree
ment and the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade on the U.S. economy 
and work force. 

One such hearing was held by my 
subcommittee, the House Public Works 
and Transportation Subcommittee on 
Economic Development, chaired by my 
good friend and colleague from Penn
sylvania [Mr. KOLTER]. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this time 
to commend Mr. KOLTER for his out
standing leadership as subcommittee 
chairman. Like many of us in the Con
gress, Mr. KOLTER recognizes the im
portance of negotiating a fair trade 
agreement with our neighboring na
tions in the Western Hemisphere and 
with our numerous trading partners, 
who participate in the GATT talks; and 
I welcome his participation in this spe
cial order to discuss this critical issue. 

As I indicated, Mr. Speaker, the Sub
committee on Economic Development 
held its own hearing on the issues re
lated to extending fast track authority 
and the effect of a North American 
free-trade agreement on our Nation's 
economy and workforce, and I want to 
share with my colleagues and the view-

ing public throughout the country who 
watch on C-SPAN, some of the con
cerns raised by the witnesses who ap
peared before us. 

Before I relate to you some of those 
concerns, I want to repeat some com
ments I made at our hearing. I believe 
it significant that the Subcommittee 
on Economic Development held a hear
ing on this issue because, historically, 
the subcommittee plays a very impor
tant role in assisting economically de
pressed regions by our oversight juris
diction of the Economic Development 
Administration and the Appalachian 
Regional Commission. 

Through the various programs of 
these two agencies, we have at
tempted-with some success-to ease 
the economic strife of regions that are 
underdeveloped, hard hit by the reloca
tion of industries, plant closings due to 
a variety of reasons and military base 
closures. 

Over the years, these activities have 
been limited to pockets of recession. 
My very serious concern is that these 
pockets of recession will spread nation
wide as the result of an ill-conceived, 
poorly negotiated free trade agree
ment. 

In fact, I believe the process already 
has begun, and it is not totally related 
to a downturn in the economy. 

While industries have moved off
shore, others have been driven out of 
business under policies promulgated by 
past administrations under the aegis of 
free trade. We have seen a serious shift 
from an economy anchored by job-pro
ducing heavy industries to one of fast 
food restaurants and other service-ori
ented industries. 

Such a movement, Mr. Speaker, al
ready has ripped apart the very founda
tion of our industrial base, which was 
responsible for building this great Na
tion of ours, and it already has had a 
serious impact on our national defense 
capabilities. 

Industries essential to the support of 
military are becoming extinct, others 
are following the same trend. We have 
become totally dependent on foreign 
firms for many of the vital components 
needed for many of basic military ar
maments and high-technology weap
onry. 

Many U.S. companies and industries 
have been the victims of foreign gov
ernments that target specific indus
tries-radios, watches, televisions, and 
cameras. Other industries have shrunk
en considerably-30 percent or more
ball bearings, machine tools, auto
mobiles produced by onshore manufac
turers, industrial fasteners, steel ca
pacity and shipbuilding. 

The scenario continues as we move 
closer and closer to one global market. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the administra
tion comes to the Congress with a pro
posal requesting us to give it the au
thority to continue with more of the 
same policies that steadily have dev-

astated our industries, placed hundreds 
of thousands of Americans out of work, 
forcing many of them to accept lower 
paying jobs-thus reducing their stand
ard of living. 

According to a report in the National 
Journal, an unreleased Commerce De
partment study projects job losses of 
an additional 40 percent in some key 
industries, such as manufacturers of 
automobile parts, steel, shoes and tex
tiles, if the United States signs a free 
trade agreement with Mexico. 

There seems to be an attempted 
stampede of the Congress into fast 
track, then "fast action" on the Mex
ico free trade agreement and next, a 
fast ratification of GATT. As a journal
ist and former editor, I am interested 
in words and their connotations-what 
does one normally stampede? A herd, 
and following that image is the herd 
mentality bringing pictures to mind of 
a blind, out-of-control rush-without 
destination-being driven by some 
frightening, unseen power. 

In the west, where I grew up, a stam
pede is a destructive force, often man
made, costly to all involved and, trag
ically, sometime, leading to the deaths 
of both man and cattle. 

Maybe, I am misjudging the pres
sures being exerted by the administra
tion and the free trade forces in the 
Congress and the media to expedite 
passage of fast track and the Mexico 
free-trade agreement and after that, 
GATT, but when I review the lobbying 
I have been exposed to, I think not. 

We are told that President Salinas is 
progressive with a stable government
but, that he will only be in office for 
another 2 years, so we must hurry to 
deal with him while we can. 

This is not a comforting argument. If 
Mexico's future is so up in the air that 
we are unsure of our ability to deal 
with the next Government-and Sali
nas cannot succeed himself-how much 
worse off will we be trapped inside a 
treaty with an unstable, possibly, reac
tionary Mexican Government? 

Also, I have not been impressed with 
the plea that this act will lessen the 
problem of illegal immigration from 
Mexico. The idea that a Mexican work
er will live in substandard housing 
working almost a 50-hour week and not 
long for the suburbs of Los Angeles or 
Houston is poppy-cock. 

Regrettably, part of the illegal immi
gration across our common border is 
not Mexican nationals. Mexico is used 
as a corridor for many Latin Ameri
cans working their way northward. If 
we are being assured that Mexico will 
not be used as a station for trans
shipping foreign manufactured goods 
through to the United States, their 
perfor·mance in restricting the "pass 
through" of humanity is not encourag
ing. 

And as to the matter of statistics 
proving that the United States will 
benefit from the opening up of the 



May 15, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 11181 
Mexican market, never have I seen so 
many statistics used to such wrong 
ends in my life. 

First, Mexico is a poor country which 
already owes us in the excess of $6 bil
lion. 

Second, workers earning a dollar an 
hour do not buy many cars or stoves or 
refrigerator. They do buy, possibly, ra
dios, TV's--maybe even watches-items 
which we no longer manufacture in the 
United States. I think the opening of 
the Mexican market probably will ben
efit Japanese companies operating 
there much more than it will benefit 
any American manufacturer. 

And third, the boast that exports 
Mexico have expanded from $14 billion 
in the last 4 years to $28 billion proving 
the sudden riches of the emerging 
Mexican market does not hold up under 
scrutiny of the raw export figures. 

The incredible amounts of component 
auto parts and camera parts reflects 
the existence of 57 automobile assem
bly plants-plants either moved from 
the United States or not built here, 
and the loss of 3,000 Kodak jobs in New 
York State 18 months ago. There are 
many other exports which then are 
shipped-with value added-back into 
the United States. 

If this were not so, then why is it 
that while our exports rose by $14 bil
lion, in the same period of time, our 
imports rose by $10 billion? 

I believe a further breakdown of the 
export figures would show that much of 
the $4 billion surplus in exports during 
that period of time were sales of cap
ital equipment to the new U.S. trans
plants-business equipment, et cetera
otherwise, the growth in exports would 
more closely match the growth in im
ports back from the Maquildora Pro
gram. 

This is to be expected since the man
ufacturing strip along the border was 
created to assemble finished product 
for sale predominantly outside of Mex
ico. However, in presenting the impres
sive growth of exports to Mexico, the 
Trade Representative's Office never ex
plains what part of the exports are 
coming out of the Maquildora program 
being imported back by United States
owned companies. 

Another statistic being used by the 
administration, which is bothersome, 
is in the May 1 statement by the White 
House that "over the last 4 years, U.S. 
merchandise exports have increased by 
$178 billion-in constant 1982 dollars
and have accounted for over 40 percent 
of U.S. GNP growth." 

This is incorrect. Government stat
isticians report that exports over that 
period of time represent under 16 per
cent of the growth in GNP. The dif
ference between 40 and 16 is great 
enough to call the number an egregious 
error. 

And even the 16 percent occurred dur
ing a period of slow growth in the econ
omy-an average of 4 percent a year-

in that way, it is not an impressive fig
ure and, second, as I pointed out be
fore, in the export figures to the Mexi
can Maquildora Program, export fig
ures are not always what they seem. 
Much of the growth of exports to Japan 
is from Japanese-owned United States 
transplants exporting back to their 
own markets, repatriating the profits, 
thereby skewing the real economic 
meaning of the figures. 

If some portion of the 16-percent 
growth is so-called phantom exports, 
then-the figures being used to show 
growth in the GNP are skewed. The 
purpose of collecting both export fig
ures and GNP figures is to give a true 
picture of the health of the national 
economy. 

It may be that this is one of the fac
tors in the continuing miscalculations 
on whether the recession is ending or 
why-with the exception of last 
month-predictions of future employ
ment have fallen so far short of the 
mark. 

There is one more reservation I have 
about the wealth of statistical infor
mation being presented by the pro
ponents. The International Trade Com
mission's report to the Ways and 
Means Committee on the "likely im
pact on the United States of a free
trade agreement with Mexico" was ad
justed after its release. 

In the first report, the ITC stated 
that: 

Unskilled workers in the U.S. would suffer 
a slight decline in real income, but U.S. 
skilled workers and owners of capital serv
ices would benefit more from lower prices 
and thus enjoy increased real income. 

Evidently, even the small negative of 
reporting that . unskilled workers suf
fering a slight decline was too harsh 
and raised criticisms in the country, so 
someone at the ITC sent the in-house 
economist back to the drawing boards 
with another model to run through the 
computers-one which would give a 
better report. 

Now, the ITC contends-using projec
tions from the more optimistic model
that "all classes of workers find their 
real income increase as a result of 
FTA." 

I am suspicious of such a happy sce
nario. One would come to believe that 
the Mexico Free-Trade Agreement is 
some magic elixir and it is being sold 
that way complete with unsubstan
tiated figures and promises. There are 
1,900 foreign facilities in the 
Maquiladora Program, many of them 
United States companies or companies 
which would have come into the United 
States to get those products into our 
market. I do not know how many jobs 
already have been lost because of these 
operations, but-just think-divide 50 
States into that 1,900-and it rep
resents an average of 38 plants per 
State. 

Have we lost a kick in our economy? 
Is it spinning down? I suggest that we 

look no· farther than the Mexican bor
der to see where it has gone. And par
ticipants in this program are roaming 
Capitol Hill telling everyone how won
derful the water is-to come in all the 
way. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, allow me to turn 
to some of the concerns raised by the 
witnesses who appeared before the Sub
committee on Economic Development. 

Lori Wallach, a staff attorney with 
Public Citizen's Congress Watch, testi
fied that for consumer and environ
mental groups, stopping fast track ex
tension is the No. 1 priority, because 
fast track and the type of trade agree
ments fast· track promotes, threaten 
existing health and safety protections, 
and will limit any further initiatives. 

Earlier this month, the White House 
attempted to allay the concerns of en
vironmentalists when it issued a clari
fying statement, but it failed. Ms. Wal
lach stated: 

The President's response was an inaction 
plan which did not begin to deal with the 
havoc fast track trade agreements will do to 
this nation's health and safety laws. 

The President's response dealt with two 
specific areas of trade agreement-labor and 
environmental issues with the proposed 
agreement with Mexico. The administration 
failed to meaningfully address even those 
narrow concerns. 

She continued that the President's 
response on environmental issues will 
not be part of an agreement. A close 
look reveals that environmental issues 
are regulated to a parallel track and to 
a possible, but not guaranteed, parallel 
agreement." The President's statement 
read: "We envision entering into dis
cussion with Mexico on the following 
cooperative environmental arrange
ments." 

Ms. Wallach said that by preparing 
environmental issues from the disputed 
resolution and other enforcement 
mechanisms, the administration has 
reduced its response to nothing but 
rhetoric that will have no actual bear
ing on the implementation or oper
ation of the Mexican agreement. 

"The only environmental guarantees 
the administration's response would in
clude in the agreement are insultingly 
hollow," Ms. Wallach said. 

Continuing, Ms. Wallach said, "the 
administration states that as part of 
the agreement it will not negotiate 
away U.S. environmental and 
consumer standards. Yet, as trade ex
perts both in and out of the adminis
tration clearly recognize, even if the 
administration does not directly give 
away such protection, such laws would 
remain exposed to later challenge by 
Mexico or any other country as trade 
barriers. 

"With both the United States and 
Mexico as GATT members, United 
States law could be challenged by Mex
ico under GATT, regardless of even 
truly protective language in a Mexican 
agreement. In fact, as would have been 
quite clear to the administration offi-
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cial who devised the plan to soothe a 
concerned Congress, Mexico would 
likely prefer to use GATT to challenge 
United States law. Under GATT, chal
lenges are decided in secret by a three
member panel of foreign countries," 
Ms. Wallach said. 

You may ask yourself: is such a chal
lenge to U.S. laws possible under 
GATT? The answer is a resounding, 
"YES". 

As Ms. Wallach pointed out to our 
Subcommittee, Mexico is currently 
using GATT to challenge the United 
States Marine Mammal Protection 
Act, which bans sales of tuna harvested 
with dolphin-killing techniques in con
tainers labelled "dolphin-safe." 

Ms. Wallach summed up the concerns 
of all environmentalists when she stat
ed: "what is really at stake* * *is giv
ing total control and authority over 
trade policy to an administration that 
has had as its agenda getting rid of the 
laws and programs that ensure the citi
zens of this country have safe food, a 
clean environment, and health and 
safety protections guaranteed by its 
government." · 

"Under fast track," Ms. Wallach 
warns, "hidden provisions in trade 
agreements like the Mexican agree
ment and GATT could undo U.S. health 
and safety laws by exposing them to 
challenge by foreign countries and 
companies. U.S. trade negotiators have 
structured the GATT draft and will 
structure the Mexico agreement so 
other nations can challenge a vast 
range of U.S. laws by calling them 
trade barriers." 

"Fast Track is an outrage," Ms. Wal
lach charged. She added, "trade agree
ments under fast track were meant to 
be the new secret weapon for domestic 
deregulation. Because Fast Track 
eliminates the potential of Congres
sional check and balance through 
amendment, administration nego
tiators know that they can link domes
tic deregulatory measures to legiti
mate trade proposals and then ram the 
whole package through Congress." 

In her testimony, Ms. Wallach noted 
that the Canadian Free-Trade Agree
ment, which was one of three such 
trade agreements negotiated under 
Fast Track procedures, is to be the 
blue print for the Mexico-North Amer
ican Free Trade Agreement. Ms. Wal
lach said the Canadian Agreement fore
shadows the consumer and environ
mental nightmares we can expect if 
fast track is not defeated. 

As an example of direct consumer 
harms, the witness cited the. fact that 
"the Canadian Agreement eliminated 
border meat inspection. Under the new 
system, only one truck in fifteen is in
spected, and the truck driver, not the 
inspector chooses the sample to be in
spected. The consequences for 
consumer safety on both sides of the 
border have been frightening. One bor
der meat inspector, a 26-year USDA 

veteran finally blew the whistle. His af
fidavits document a terrifying increase 
of meat contaminated with feces, pus
filled abscesses and foreign objects 
such as metal and glass. 

"The inspector, William Lehman, is 
only allowed to reject the actual sam
ples he inspects-the rest of the load 
rolls across tJle border and onto Amer
ican consumer's plates," Ms. Wallach 
testified. 

With this record on Canada, Ms. Wal
lach said, imagine the results of the 
elimination of border inspection with 
Mexico. Imports of red meat from Mex
ico were stopped for five years for 
health reasons until 1989. Further, a 
high percentage of Mexican produce is 
rejected for containing banned pes
ticides or high residues of restricted 
pesticides." 

The Canadian agreement also has 
been used to challenge the U.S. ban on 
asbestos. Ms. Wallach noted that "the 
Canadians are a leading world producer 
of the toxic substance. They are chal
lenging the U.S. health ban as a barrier 
to their importation and sale of asbes
tos in the U.S. market." 

On the agricultural front, farmers 
are divided. While the large agri
businesses are in favor of a Fast Track 
negotiated free trade agreement, the 
family farmers of the Nation-the 
farmers that helped build and fed this 
Nation-are opposed. 

Susan Denzer, director of the Na
tional Family Farm Coalition, said 
while family farmers are not interested 
in slowing down progress or clinging to 
an earlier time, they do feel that as a 
Nation "we need more time to estab
lish sound and fair trade policy. We 
merely want an opportunity to partici
pate in designing fair trade policy, to 
ensure that the benefits of these 
changes are well distributed." 

That is what we all should strive for, 
Mr. Speaker, and not an agreement 
that would see United States jobs ex
ported to other foreign nations, wheth
er it is Mexico, Japan, or Germany. 

Ms. Denzer testified that " the proc
ess must allow for widespread citizen 
participation, thoughtful consider
ation, and accountability to the gen
eral public-and should not be left to 
appointed officials, free trade-biased 
economists, and economic advisers who 
earn their salaries from multinational 
corporations." 

The administration and proponents 
of fast track argue that we as Members 
of Congress will have the ability to ac
cept or reject a Fast Track negotiated 
trade agreement, but is that realistic. 
We all know how the administration 
will be up here on the Hill lobbying for 
us to pass an agreement, with assur
ance that everything will be okay, that 
there will be only minor job reloca
tions, that in the end the U.S. will ben
efit. 

We have all heard that argument
those assurances, but who really be-

lieves it. All we have to do is look at 
the Canadian Free-Trade Agreement. 
Ms. Denzer noted that during the de
velopment of that agreement, farmers 
from both sides of the border were dis
satisfied and opposed to the agriculture 
section. 

"Their Members of Congress," Ms. 
Denzer said, "were aware of their con
cerns, yet they could do little to alter 
the agriculture section of the proposed 
agreement, and it was impossible to 
sway the final vote with so many other 
factors involved. She added that "peo
ple had extremely limited access to the 
decisionmaking.'' 

I submit that that was true during 
the Canadian Free Trade Agreement 
and it most certainly will be true in all 
future negotiations under Fast Track. 

Another example of a free-trade 
agreement with Canada was related to 
the Subcommittee on Economic Devel
opment by our colleague from North 
Dakota, Mr. DORGAN. 

Mr. DORGAN said, "the Canadian bor
der has been, and is, closed to Amer
ican grain going North. You couldn't 
get one grocery bag full of wheat into 
Canada." The gentleman from North 
Dakota related the following story to 
illustrate his point. 

North Dakota woman was going to bake 
whole wheat bread in Ontario. Her relative 
cleaned two sacks of hard red spring wheat 
and put them in the back seat of her car. She 
drove up to the border . . . the customs peo
ple asked what she had in the back seat. She 
told them wheat to bake some bread. They 
asked if she had a license because you can't 
bring American wheat into Canada. They 
forced her to dump it on the ground on the 
American side. 

At the same time that they were forcing 
her to dump two grocery bags full of wheat 
on the American side, the Canadians were 
sending 10 million bushels of durum· wheat 
into the United States. They started at zero, 
no wheat into the United States, before the 
Free Trade Agreement. Now, it's 10 million 
bushels, 17 percent of the domestic market. 

The result of this free trade exercise 
under fast track, Mr. DORGAN explained 
was "the collapse of our prices, and is 
causing our farmers an enormous 
amount of lost income, when they are 
already flat on their back." 

If that is an example of free trade 
and an example of how we should place 
our trust and faith in appointed U.S. 
negotiators, then the vote for Mr. DoR
GAN's resolution of disapproval should 
be 435 to zero. 

In her testimony, Ms. Denzer, of the 
National Family Farm Coalition, 
warned that "deregulating agricultural 
trade in North America as proposed by 
the Administration will create desta
bilized agriculture in all three coun
tries. It will have dramatic negative 
impacts on certain sectors of agri
culture and our rural communi ties. 
And it will endanger our food safety 
and environmental quality standards. 

"In short," Ms. Denzer said, "deregu
lated free trade serves no one but the 
largest agribusiness corporations that 
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make their money from high produc
tions of agricultural goods, and the 
large commodity organizations who 
care more about their export markets 
than the financial security of their pro
ducer-members." 

Mr. Speaker, we also must look at 
what a free trad~ agreement will do to 
the domestic workforce and to our 
communities. A graphic example of the 
impact imports have had on our indus
tries is found in textiles. One of the 
witnesses who before the Subcommit
tee on Economic Development was Car
men Papale, manager, Baltimore Re
gional Joint Board of the Amal
gamated Clothing and Textile Workers 
Union. 

Mr. Papale related that his office rep
resents 7,500 textile workers in five 
Middle Atlantic States. Most of these 
workers are women and a number of 
them are heads of households. Just 15 
short years ago, Mr. Papale explained 
his union represented over 18,000 work
ers in the region. That number has 
dwindled down to 7,500 workers pri
marily due to imports. 

When a plant closes and the workers 
are laid off, it is not just the loss of a 
job and a paycheck that affects work
ers. The benefits that go along with a 
job, such as health insurance and day 
care are gone. "There is no supplement 
for that. Plus there is a loss of pride in 
oneself at not having a job," he said. 

"I have seen a whole community de
stroyed," he continued. "Up in Everett, 
P A, when 300 workers were laid off 
when the plant shut down, the income 
tax base was gone. So it is not just a 
job that is lost, but everything that 
goes with that job." 

Mr. Speaker, in a very emotional 
statement before the subcommittee, 
Mr. Papale noted that the government 
has offered to retrain displaced work
ers, but he asked what will they be re
trained to do. There was a time when it 
was said and suggested that laid off 
textile workers could be retrained in 
the electronics industry or computers, 
but Mr. Papale told us that those in
dustries also are now gone. He pointed 
out that the Communications Worker 
of America lost 1,500 workers just a 
year and a half ago when a plant closed 
in Virginia and went to Mexico. 

Mr. Papale said if the Mexican Free 
Trade Agreement and fast-track au
thority goes through, it would dev
astate the domestic textile industry." 
He said many people believe and say 
that the clothing textile industry is ex
pendable, "but it is not a job that is ex
pendable. I believe those people that 
are for free trade are saying Americans 
are expendable. A job is not expend
able, an American is expendable." 

Mr. Papale asked how do you go into 
the factories and tell a woman that it 
is good for her that jobs are going to 
Mexico. Well, I am asking the same 
question. 

Mr. Speaker, maybe there should be a 
provision mandating that every Mem-

ber of Congress, who supports fast
track authority and votes for a free 
trade agreement under such procedures 
should be required to stand at the 
gates of a factory on its last day of op
eration and explain to the laid off 
workers that it's for the -good of the 
country that his or her job is being 
moved to Mexico. If Members were re
quired to do just that-face the Amer
ican worker-then a vote for Mr. DOR
GAN's resolution of disapproval would 
be 435 to zero. 

Mr. Speaker, I want once again to 
commend the gentleman from Penn
sylvania, the chairman of the Sub
committee for Economic Development, 
for his leadership in holding our com
mittee's hearing on fast-track author
ity and impact of a North American 
Free-Trade Agreement. 

I also want to commend Mr. RoE, 
chairman of the House Public Works 
and Transportation Committee, and 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, the ranking mi
nority member of the committee, for 
their leadership and guidance. While 
some of us may disagree and stand on 
opposite sides of the fence on this 
issue, it is, nevertheless, important for 
all of us to have a full and public airing 
of both sides of the arguments so that 
this body may make a responsible deci
sion for the betterment of America. 
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Mr. Speaker, I again want to com

mend the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia, the chairman of the Subcommittee 
on economic development, for his lead
ership during the committee's hearing 
on fast track and the impact of such an 
agreement, and I now yield time to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KOLTER]. 

Mr. KOLTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
BENTLEY] for yielding. I want to thank 
her for her fine statement this evening, 
thank her for her fine support, and su
periority and her outstanding work on 
our Subcommittee on Economic Devel
opment. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not sure how much 
time is left. I ask unanimous consent 
that I may address the House on a 30-
minute special order immediately after 
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
BENTLEY]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GEREN of Texas). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

Ther3_ was no objection. 
Mr. }\OLTER. Mr. Speaker, before I 

go into· a colloquy with the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY], 
I would like to be allowed to first state 
how I became involved in this problem 
of fast track authority, trade with 
Mexico, so on and so forth. 

Back in 1986 a staff member and my
self were having a lunch in the Mem
bers' dining area, and we overheard a 
dialog between a Member on the gen-

tlewoman's side of the aisle and some 
business people in which the Member 
indicated that our Department of Com
merce had sent out invitations to a 
program called Expo Maqauilla 1986. I 
had no idea what that was, but I con
tinued to listen since we were col
leagues and friends and sitting at ad
joining tables. Here I found out, I say 
to the gentlewoman from Maryland, 
that our Department of Commerce was 
teaching American business people to 
send computer parts to Mexico where 
they would be assembled in a plant 
·called a maquiladora; a maquiladora, 
meaning a plant that puts things to
gether. I became rather perplexed be
cause I heard that the labor costs there 
were almost nothing, most minimal. At 
that time I think the payment was a 
full $35 a month. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. That sounds about 
right. 

Mr. KOLTER. That was back in 1986. 
So, I came back on the floor here. I 

recall talking to Speaker Tip O'Neill, 
indicating that we ought to send a 
committee down to Mexico, to Aca
pulco, where this hearing was taking 
place, and in fact he suggested that our 
Committee on Government Operations, 
chaired by the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. BARNARD], ought to go down there. 

So, that year, in 1986, instead of 
going hunting, as I usually do in the 
first week of November, we went to 
Mexico, and our first stop was Mexico 
City where we talked with a Mr. Mar
tinez, if I recall correctly, who was the 
gentleman who had the responsibility 
of licensing American plants in Mex
ico. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Martinez did his job 
well. He knew for a fact who we were, 
where we came from. He said, "Mr. 
KOLTER," and this was a Mexican that 
was educated either at Yale or Har
vard, but I do not recall that now, he 
spoke fluently. He said, "Mr. KOLTER, 
you come from Pennsylvania. I can tell 
you as of this date I have licensed 155 
companies from Pennsylvania alone to 
come down to Mexico here to put your 
assemblies together here using Mexi
can women and children." 

Mrs. BENTLEY. And children. 
Mr. KOLTER. And children at age 16. 

Now I understand their age is 14 work
ing in these plants. 

He pointed with pride to a telephone. 
He said, "See that telephone? The last 
time that was manufactured in Amer
ica was 10 years ago." 

Slowly and surely I saw where all 
these jobs from Pennsylvania were 
going-Pennsylvania, Ohio, New York, 
Maryland, West Virginia, all these 
States around here where we used to be 
able to find jobs for our children, our 
young people. Now we know why so 
many people are moving out of our 
States and going to Texas, and Califor
nia and New Mexico, to find jobs. 

Later on we went to Acapulco where 
we met with the American-Mexican 
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Chamber of Commerce. There we met 
with the three vice presidents of the 
big three, the people who have the re
sponsibility of running the plants in 
Mexico for Ford, Chrysler and General 
Motors. They with great pride indi
cated to our committee that they felt 
sure that by the year 2000 the majority 
of the cars, at least half the cars, the 
new cars driven in America, will be as
sembled in Mexico. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, on 
our way back to America I had picked 
up an American-Mexican newspaper, 
and I read where just that day two 
plants, two General Motors plants, 
closed, one in Ohio and one in Indiana, 
because they were moving south of the 
border, to Mexico. 
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I believe I still have that newspaper 

in my possession. While we were there, 
I just recall the President of Mexico, 
Mr. Madrid, was in Japan, trying to get 
Japan to come to Mexico to take ad
vantage of the cheap Mexican labor. I 
understand on that trip there, he was 
successful in licensing 20 companies to 
come to Mexico to be closer to the 
American market. Isn't that rather 
frightening to you? 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Would the gen
tleman yield for a second? 

Mr. KOLTER. I certainly will. 
Mrs. BENTLEY. I think in some arti

cles I have seen just in the past week 
or two, there have been announcements 
that two Japanese automobile manu
facturers are investing somewhere be
tween $2 and $4 billion each in new 
plants down there, and Volkswagen of 
Germany, which stopped its production 
in Pennsylvania, as you may recall, 
they are transferring all of that work 
down to Mexico as well, so that they 
will be manufacturing there. Sup
posedly, I think the quote was from 
President Salinas, that they were 
going to encourage every dollar that 
they could from Japan to come into 
Mexico, so that they could use that as 
their doorway into the United States. 

Mr. KOLTER. Well, I believe you are 
right, Mrs. BENTLEY. President Salinas 
is taking up where President Madrid 
left off. They have a strange form of 
government down there. When we were 
down in Mexico we were told, and we 
read in the papers, that President Ma
drid was going to appoint or name his 
successor. So I just wonder what kind 
of democracy they have there in Mex
ico. 

Perhaps Mr. DREIER would help us on 
that. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I thank 
my friend for yielding, and I appreciate 
the fact that my good friend from 
Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] and my very 
good friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KOLTER] have taken out this time to 
discuss their critically important issue 
which is going to be determined one 
week from today on the fast track 

question, based on the present schedule 
we have. 

I just returned from having attended 
the 11th meeting of the United States
Mexico Interparliamentary Conference, 
and, to answer specifically the gentle
mans question, there is no doubt in my 
mind whatsoever that the institutional 
Revolutionary Party, which since 1928 
has controlled the Government of Mex
ico, it has not been the kind of democ
racy, the kind of free political system 
that we in the United States of Amer
ica are used to or that we would like to 
see. 

When I heard my friend liken Presi
dent Miguel De la Madrid to the new 
President, Carlos Salinas Gortari, I 
have to say that there is a very clear 
distinction that needs to be made be
tween the two. 

When I attended my first meeting of 
the Interparliamentary Conference 10 
years ago this month, it was May of 
1981, then President Jose Lopez 
Cartillo was talking about nationaliza
tion of the banking system. In fact, the 
Government of Mexico moved toward 
nationalizing many industries in Mex
ico. 

Frankly, and very tragically, 
through the decade of the 1980's, while 
we in the United States encouraged in 
every way that we could move toward 
freedom, both economic and political, 
we did not have a lot of success during 
the decade of the 1980s'. 

But, frankly, as President Salinas 
came into office 2 years ago, we have 
seen tremendous economic and politi
cal reforms. For example, since 1928, 
for the first time in the history of the 
institutional Revolutionary Party, the 
party in control in Mexico, we have 
seen the successful election of a guber
natorial candidate of the opposition 
party, the Pon Party, the National Ac
tion Party. 

In fact, in north Baja, Ernesto Ruffo, 
who is a member of the Pon Party, was 
elected governor of that state in Mex
ico. That does not mean that there 
were completely free and fair elections 
throughout the country, but it is a 
positive sign toward reform. 

The other thing I would say to my 
friend from Pennsylvania, if he would 
continue to yield for just a moment, 
and then I will just kind of complete 
this thought, we have seen under Presi
dent Salinas against tremendous odds 
in Mexico, because, frankly, there is 
this so-called, quote/unquote, 
antigringo sentiment that exists in 
Mexico. 

Historically, many of the Mexican 
people have believed that we took from 
them much of their country, and, 
frankly, if you look at the school sys
tem in Mexico, there is not a lot of love 
that emanates from there toward the 
neighbors to the north. 

So, having recognized that and gone 
up against it, President Salinas, realiz
ing that the United States of America 

clearly has a better system as far as 
economic movement and economic suc
cess, has taken tremendous strides 
over the past couple of years toward 
privatization. 

Again, it is not perfect, but he has 
denationalized the banking system. 
The telephone system is going back to
ward privatization. Having done that, 
we have seen tremendous improve
ments. He has looked after workers' 
rights in Mexico, he has got an envi
ronmental package which is designed 
to improve tremendously the pollution 
problem. Five thousand people were 
laid off at the most polluting facility 
in Mexico City not too long ago. It was 
a refinery that was there. 

He has made these moves, which I 
think we in the United States have to 
recognize have come about in large 
part, I would say to my friend, because 
of encouragement from the United 
States, and the tremendous expansion 
of democracy and freedom which has 
taken place throughout the world. 

So I think when we liken one to the 
other, I think it is important to distin
guish President Salinas' performance 
in the last couple of years against tre
mendous odds, and recognize that it 
has been positive, and I think will con
tinue to be positive. 

I frankly believe that if we reject 
this fast track vote a week from today, 
that we will be slapping in the face a 
person who is looking to us as a model 
for economic and political reform. 

I thank my friend for yielding. 
Mr. KOLTER. Well, Mr. Speaker, I 

would not say that. I thank my col
league for the information. But, you 
know, back in 1986 we had the same 
pollution we have today. As a matter 
of fact, if you would go to the most re
cent Time magazine, dated May 20, the 
one that is current this week, there is 
an interesting article on page 51 called, 
"Love Canals in the Making." That is 
the title here. I am sure you read it. 
"Pollution along the Mexican border is 
a growing health hazard. In many 
places you can smell the border before 
you see it.'' 

Back in 1986, we saw that then, and, 
I see no change. You are talking about 
a slap in the face to the Mexican Gov
ernment, to the Mexican President. 
How about these jobs? You know, there 
are almost 500,000 jobs now in these 
maquiladoras. These are jobs that for
merly were held by American people in 
my neck of the woods, in Ohio, in all 
the States adjacent to Pennsylvania. 
They are gone. 

Now, maybe your State of California, 
I know for a fact your State has twin 
plants located in your State. 

You see, Mr. Speaker, the auto
mobiles and the other items are placed 
together in maquiladoras in Mexico, 
and then they are sent across the bor
der for the final bolt, or perhaps they 
slap a label on it, and now they pay 
very 1i ttle taxes on it. 
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You see, these are jobs formerly held 

by American people. How do I go back 
to Pennsylvania and say, look, our 
Government, our President, our Con
gress, is more concerned about the eco
nomic development of Mexico than we 
have of you? How can I say that? 

Mr. DREIER of California. If my 
friend would yield on just a couple of 
points he made, I would like to re-
spond, if I could. · 

On the first point, dealing with the 
environmental question, yes, there has 
been tremendous pollution which has 
taken place from older heavy industry 
in Mexico. 

In 1988, a new environmental stand
ard was set with a law that was passed 
by Parliament and signed by the Presi
dent, and it clearly has worked toward 
an improvement in the environment in 
that area. 

I would say to my friend that if one 
looks at older industry in Mexico, the 
older industry which is polluting and 
creating many of these problems to 
which my friend refers, I think that we 
need to realize that new domestic in
dustry in Mexico is successfully regu
lated, if you will, under this new law. 

They admit to having a difficult time 
with the older, heavy industry there, 
and that underscores for me the neces
sity to bring new investments and new 
industry in. And they welcome the in
vestment from throughout the world, 
because they are convinced that it will 
help them create an opportunity where 
they can close down industries like 
this refinery in Mexico City which was 
responsible for 30 percent of the air pol
lution in Mexico City, close that down 
and hire people in new facilities which 
are not polluting as heavily. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Excuse me, if the 
gentleman would yield, we are talking 
about the environment. In my area, it 
is right on the edge of my district, so 
many of the people live in my district, 
is a GM plant, which was really ren
ovated less than 5 years ago, and they 
make the minivan that GM produces 
there. 
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Mr. DREIER of California. I think 

the gentlewoman drives one of those. 
Mrs. BENTLEY. I drive a Ford. I 

drive a big van, but this minivan. GM 
is seriously considering transferring 
the whole operation down to Mexico 
now because of our new Clean Air Act 
passed last year by this Congress. And 
they will go down there where they 
have fewer environmental regulations. 

Mr. DREIER of California. If I could 
just respond to that briefly, according 
to William Reilly, who is the Director 
of our Environmental Protection Agen
cy, the 1988 law which was passed in 
Mexico is as rigorous and in some areas 
even better than ours when it comes to 
meeting environmental constraints 
which have been proposed. 

I met with Fernando Menendez, who 
is the director of the Air Pollution De-

partment, actually part of what they 
call SEDUE, which is their environ
mental protection agency in Mexico, 
and he has said that clearly many of 
the environmental constraints are as 
rigorous or more so than we have in 
the United States. 

So I think that if there is United 
States industry saying, we are going to 
take advantage of lax environmental 
laws in Mexico to charge in there and 
begin polluting, the Mexican Govern
ment is not going to allow it. 

I will say this, Ambassador Carla 
Hills and President Bush clearly do not 
want us to sign an agreement that al
lows that sort of thing. 

I say to my friend from Maryland 
that in voting for fast track, I, of 
course, leave open the option to oppose 
an agreement which comes back to us 
from the negotiating table. And if we 
have an agreement which will simply 
open the door for United States indus
try to flee to Mexico and pollute, I will 
vote against that bill. And I will do ev
erything that I can to oppose it. 

Mr. KOLTER. If the gentlewoman 
will yield, our most recent economic 
developm~nt hearing, we have testi
mony indicating that industry is in 
fact making plans to move down there 
to take advantage of their lax laws. 
They have the laws, but they are not 
enforced. That in itself creates a prob
lem. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. I think this dialog 
between the three of us is a dialog that 
ought to continue, perhaps sometime 
next week we ought to have another 2 
or 3 hours set aside with a group from 
your side and a group from our side and 
have a real interesting session so that 
the people of America can see what is 
going on here. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I already 
have time reserved every day next 
week following the distinguished lead 
that my friend from Maryland has had 
going on for years here, but I just 
looked and mine is the first special 
order that is up for Monday, so I will 
plan to take that time out and anx
iously look forward to continuing to 
engage in a debate on what clearly is 
from my perspective one of the most 
important votes that we will cast in 
many Congresses. 

Mr. KOLTER. I cannot make it for 
Monday, but any other day, Tuesday, 
Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday, I 
will be here. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. I cannot make it 
Monday either, but I will be here on 
Tuesday. And I have time reserved on 
Tuesday. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I hope you 
will send some Representatives who are 
opponents to the fast track. 

Mr. KOLTER. If I could go back to 
the premise of the loss of jobs that my 
colleague started to talk about, the 
Economic Policy Institute, who testi
fied before our committee, indicates 
that they estimate conservative as-

sumptions that the sort of economic 
model cited by the administration will 
produce dislocations of over 550,000 jobs 
after 10 years, and a loss to the U.S. 
GDP of $56,000. 

If we think we have it bad in our dis
tricts today, it will be far worse 10 
years down the road. 

We have a reapportionment problem 
right now in Pennsylvania. We are los
ing three seats, two seats. And it is 
going to California. It is going to 
Texas. It is going to those States where 
the twin plants are located because our 
American boys cannot find jobs back 
home so they are moving out. 

I am sure you are facing the same 
problem, Mrs. BENTLEY. So we do have 
a problem here, and we have to recog
nize that fact. 

. CONCERN OVER USE OF 
PESTICIDES AND INSECTICIDES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

GEREN of Texas). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KOLTER] is recog
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. KOLTER. Mr. Speaker, during 
the course of our hearing, we had farm
ers who came to our hearing. Mrs. 
BENTLEY, you were there. And they in
dicated to us their concern with the 
fact that here in our country, our 
farmers are licensed to use only a cer
tain type of pesticides on their fruits 
and on their produce, whereas our pe
trochemical companies are sending out 
to Mexico, to Israel, to every country 
in the world DDT and other insecti
cides and pesticides that are prevented 
for use in this country. 

What happens is, the other countries 
have an advantage using DDT because 
they control growth of weeds. They 
control the little insects that appear 
on vegetables and fruits. Our farmers 
cannot do that. Therefore, the produce 
coming over and the fruits coming over 
are cheaper than our farmers can 
produce. That is the unfair palying 
field. 

Even worse than that, and Mrs. 
BENTLEY, I am a grandfather. I have 
some wonderful grandchildren. I resent 
the fact that my children and my 
grandchildren go to supermarkets, and 
they have to consume these foods 
grown in other countries. In fact, I 
have asked my family, please, when 
you go to a supermarket and you go to 
the produce counter, please find out 
whether in fact these fruits and these 
vegetables are grown in America. If 
they are not, please do not buy them. 
They are not healthy, and I do not 
want you to use them. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. If the gentleman 
would yield, I think the most impor
tant point one can make with them is 
that they are not healthy. Some of the 
stories that I have heard, and I know 
the gentleman has heard similar ones, 
about the kind of fertilizers that are 
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used in these other countries, not to 
mention the pesticides, et cetera, are 
very questionable. I certainly would 
not want to consume products that 
have been grown under those condi
tions. 

Mr. KOLTER. Mrs. BENTLEY, I want 
to thank you for joining with me this 
evening. Do you have anything further 
this evening? 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Yes, let me point 
out another thing or two that we have 
been learning as we have been going 
into this, Mr. Speaker, 

Are we, when we get into one of these 
free trade agreements, the thing I do 
not understand is, why do we not call 
these fair trade agreements? And why 
do we not negotiate on a basis of fair 
trade? Why do we not negotiate on a 
basis of, we will, when we get on a level 
playing field with Mexico or Mexico 
gets on one with us, it might take 10 
years, 15 years or 20 years, but when 
their environmental standards come up 
to us, when their labor laws come up to 
ours, then we have a total open door. 

Mr. KOLTER. I submit to the gentle
woman that that is my problem back 
in my State of Pennsylvania. We have 
our constituents who cannot under
stand where the jobs are going and why 
they are going south of the border. 
They know full well that south of the 
border the wages there are far less of 
an expense to industry. They know full 
well, by reading newspapers and maga
zines, that the environmental1aws are 
not the same as they are here in Amer
ica. And they think it is most unfair. 

I grant the gentlewoman, and I am 
with her, I think we need a level play
ing field. We need some fairness. 

I see the gentleman from California, 
Mr. DREIER would like to have some 
input at this point and I yield to him. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Let me 
just say, again to my friends, as I did 
from the very outset, I believe that 
both the gentlewoman in the well, Mrs. 
BENTLEY of Maryland, and my friend 
from Pennsylvania, Mr. KOLTER, have 
brought some extraordinarily impor
tant issues to the forefront here and 
have consistently done that. 

I jump up to respond to the state
ment made by my friend from Mary
land, why is it that we refer to this as 
a free trade versus a fair trade pack
age? I cannot help but think of where 
we stand today as far as the world is 
concerned. We are seeing freedom on 
the move. The revolution of 1989 clear
ly saw the crumbling of the Berlin 
Wall. The unification of Western Eu
rope economically is something that is 
pending, December 31, 1992. We are 
looking at the unification of the Pa
cific Rim. 

I think that we are looking towards a 
free trade package to expand freedom 
between our neighbors to the south and 
the United States and Canada, in large 
part so that we can compete with these 
other trading blocs which exist. 
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As far as fairness is concerned, I am 

convinced that the process of negotiat
ing, which Mrs. Hills is going to be 
leading along with a wide range of 
other people in the negotiating process, 
is designed specifically to bring about 
a fair agreement. 

Now, my friend, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, talks about this flight of 
jobs to the South. One of the things 
that we have failed to recognize is that 
the United States of America has, you 
know-and let me put it this way: I 
talked about having attended that 
meeting in 1981, the first United 
States-Mexico lnterparliamentary Con
ference, when they were working to
ward nationalization of industry, and 
the chairman of the Senate-side dele
gation, Senator Charles Percy of Illi
nois, Senator Percy stood up at that 
and subsequent meetings and said, 
"You know, I have twin daughters, and 
many people talk to me about how 
wonderful it is that you look at the 
similarities between my two daughters 
and how neat and charming it is," and 
Senator Percy responded by saying, 
"You know, it is not the sameness that 
I find most wonderful. It is the dif
ference that exists between the two," 
and interestingly enough the United 
States of America, as we look at the 
disparity between Mexico and the Unit
ed States, offers capital and technology 
while Mexico offers, yes, labor, and 
also the thing that we need to recog
nize, and that is a market, a tremen
dous market. 

Right now we have on average a 10-
percent tariff on the flow of United 
States goods into Mexico, and roughly 
about a 4-percent tariff imposed on the 
flow of Mexican goods into the United 
States. If we bring about this free
trade agreement, it is clear that a less
ening of those barriers will provide the 
people of Mexico what they so greatly 
want. 

Mr. KOLTER. For clarification pur
poses, I say to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DREIER], there is talk 
about tremendous exports to Mexico. 
Are we talking about the exporting of 
these component parts? Are we consid
ering those exports? How would that be 
of an advantage to the United States or 
to Mexico? I mean, how can we take 
pride in exporting component parts in
stead of finished products made in 
America? 

Mr. DREIER of California. Well, in 
large part, if the gentleman will yield 
further, in large part because those 
component parts have to be manufac
tured in the United States, and if we 
look at the development of those 
things that end up maybe as finished 
products in Mexico, it still is a very, 
very important export opportunity for 
us, and if you look at what has hap
pened since we have had a lessening of 
those tariffs between the borders from 
1986 to today, we have increased from 

$15 billion to $30 billion in the flow of 
exports from the United States into 
Mexico, and we have actually created, 
by doing that, thousands and thou
sands of jobs, in fact, 20,000 to 25,000 
jobs. 

Mr. KOLTER. First off, the President 
and Members, some Members of Con
gress, are indicating that it is a great 
thing that is going on, these tremen
dous exports to Mexico, but they are 
confusing the issue, and they are con
fusing the American public, because we 
are not exporting finished products 
which would constitute jobs and con
stitute new moneys being earned by 
wage-earners. We are exporting only 
component parts to Mexico. That is the 
unfairness of this. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. The figures that the 
gentleman uses, I say to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DREIER], of going 
from 15 to 30 or actually 14 to 28, that 
additional $14 billion in exports were 
the component parts that the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KoL
TER], is talking about, and in turn, 
over $10 billion of that came back; the 
additional $10 billion came back in fin
ished product assembled down there, 
and the other $4 billion, as I said in my 
statement, was probably machinery 
and equipment that went down there 
for the transplants. So it is not really 
jobs. 

I think there is one arena and one 
thing we have not touched on here and 
that is that as we get into free trade, 
and let me comment on that. The gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] 
keeps hitting on free trade. 

The thing I do not understand is we 
have talked about free trade in the 
United States for a long time, and the 
only thing I have ever seen, the only 
country that has ever abided by all the 
terms of these so-called free-trade 
agreements has been the United States. 
What we have gotten out of it pri
marily has been the exporting of jobs, 
and that disturbs me a great deal. 

The other aspect of these agree
ments, I say to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KOLTER], is that 
"Made in America" is not going to be 
available when we get these new agree
ments. There will be no more "Made in 
America" tags on any equipment. It 
will be "Made in North America." 

Mr. KOLTER. That is precisely cor
rect. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. And that means that 
all of our pride, etcetera, will be gone. 

Mr. KOLTER. I see our good friend, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SoLOMON], has come onto the floor, 
which reminds me of a problem that I 
want to relate to him and to the gen
tlewoman and to our good friend, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER]. 

We had great pride this week when 
General Schwarzkopf was here, and 
throughout the day, throughout the 
week, throughout the last several 
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months, we have taken great pride 
speaking on the floor about the work 
our servicemen did in the gulf, and how 
when they were called to the colors, 
they came, and they went to the gulf 
area, and they performed a remarkable, 
a great job. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. They did. 
Mr. KOLTER. Now some of these peo

ple are coming home. I say to the gen
tlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. BENT
LEY], would you believe we have some 
people in my district who are coming 
home who cannot find jobs? They had 
jobs whose plants have just closed 
down in western Pennsylvania. 

I just wonder how many Mexicans 
went to the gulf to support our views? 

Mrs. BENTLEY. I would dare say the 
figure is probably zero. I do not know, 
as a matter of fact, what Mexico really 
did as part of the coalition, but what
ever they did, they probably got paid 
off well for as did Turkey, getting 
25,000 of our textile jobs to be part of 
that coalition. 

But what the gentleman touched on 
about the loss of jobs is very, very seri
ous, and we are going to be reducing 
our Armed Forces by some 500,000 

· more, and I think that we are really 
facing some real problems in this coun
try in the economic end. 

Mr. KOLTER. You know, we are hav
ing base closings. We are having reduc
tion in the budget on defense spending, 
which means many areas of our great 
Nation will be facing some unemploy
ment problems that they are not famil
iar with. I do not know how a fast
track authority is going to help these 
people out. 

The President has acknowledged the 
fact that we will have a loss of jobs. He 
is not sure how many, but there will be 
a loss of jobs. 

But he wants to retrain these dis
placed people. Where has he been the 
last 10 years when we have lost all of 
these jobs? There are already 450,000 
jobs lost to Mexico, and we cannot get 
moneys here from these Members to 
aid these displaced persons. It is like 
pulling teeth. 

So how are we going to help our men 
and women who lose these jobs with 
base closings? How are they going to 
face this terrible, terrible plight? 

We have got to be there to help them, 
and I want to say at this point in time 
to the gentlewoman from Maryland 
[Mrs. BENTLEY] that I am going to sug
gest that we have a public hearing of 
our committee at some of these base
closing communities so we can find out 
firsthand what is going on and how we 
can, in fact, be able to assist then in 
their plight. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. I think we need to. I 
think it is our responsibility to do so. 
I think it is our responsibility to make 
sure everybody fully understands what 
the impacts of all of these moves will 
be on America and on the American 
workers. 

Mr. KOLTER. I want to thank the 
gentlewoman for her time this evening, 
and I want to thank our good friend, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER] for his input, and I think if we 
can get back next week and, you 
know-! just wondered something, I 
will say to the gentlewoman from 
Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY], I just won
dered if the legislature in Mexico could 
do like what we are doing this evening, 
where we can have gentlemanly agree
ments and disagreements as we have 
tonight. I wonder if that is in effect in 
Mexico. What does the gentlewoman 
think? 

Mrs. BENTLEY. In my opinion, nega
tive. 

Mr. KOLTER. I would be interested 
to find out really what type of Govern
ment they have there. You know, when 
we were down in Mexico, by the way, 
back in 1986, there was a big problem 
with the health of the people there. We 
were told that less than 2 percent of 
the Mexican population can afford 
medical help, that their Government 
only takes care of the wealthy people 
who can afford medical help, that the 
poor people have no choice. They be
come ill, and if they do not have family 
or friends who can help them find 
medications, they become deceased. 

I would hope, as the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DREIER] indicated in his 
testimony this evening, that there will 
be some changes made in Mexico, some 
necessary changes, some needed 
changes along these lines. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Well, as I said ear
lier, until they are willing to make 
those changes and they go into effect 
and they really get to a level playing 
field, I am not willing to go into any 
trade agreement with them. 

Mr. KOLTER. Mr. Speaker, the extension of 
fast track authority and the effect it will have 
on the economy of our Nation if the North 
American Free Trade Agreement is negotiated 
under this authority could cause great distress 
in many segments of our society. I ask my col
leagues and the American public to lend their 
attention to some very startling information 
which was revealed to me and my subcommit
tee on economic development recently. 

We asked witnesses to bring us the data 
they had at their disposal to help us under
stand the effect of extending the fast track au
thority to our President which would allow him 
ot have his appointees negotiate a free trade 
agreement between Canada, United States, 
and Mexico. This agreement, while in principal 
should be of benefit to our economy, would 
allow the President's negotiators the option to 
bring to Congress a free trade agreement 
which Congress would have no opportunity to 
amend in any way. We would simply be re
quired to vote for or against such a contract. 

All of us realize there will be some areas in 
such a agreement which would benefit some 
segments of our ailing economy. But the over
all, devastating effect would far outweigh any 
minimal benefits being hailed by our adminis
tration. 

I have long been concerned about the state 
of our Nation's economy. As the chairman of 

the Subcommittee on Economic Development, 
I have accepted the challenge of our very fine 
Public Works and Transportation Committee 
chairman, Mr. BOB ROE of New Jersey, to 
raise our horizons and help our Nation ad
dress the needs for global competitiveness. 

In my capacity as chairman of this sul:r 
committee, I find it compelling to reveal some 
of te very real dangers which would be im
posed on our economic strength if we were to 
negotiate free trade agreement under fast 
track authority at this particular time. 

Our subcommittee is actively engaged in 
legislative efforts to promote economic growth 
and job opportunities. For this reason we feel 
it is imperative that we take a critical look at 
the economic factors that affect our Nation, in
cluding trade issues and the process by which 
our Nation's major trade policy decisions are 
made. 

The risks in this arena are great and the di
rection we take on these important trade is
sues will have a tremendous impact on the fu
ture prosperity of our Nation and the quality of 
life of all of our citizens. 

As we move into the new century, a solid in
dustrial base will be vital to growth in our 
economy. Growth will also depend on our 
manufacturing and service-oriented busi
nesses having greater access to foreign mar
kets. The issues involved in negotiations to re
duce trade barriers are so important and so 
complex that they need to be fully examined. 
That is why we worked so quickly to put to
gether panels who would address the effect of 
fast track negotiating authority on our environ
ment, on our agricultural industry, and the im
pact on our labor friends and on our busi
nesses. 

I just must share a portion of our findings 
with you today in an effort to let you make 
your own judgment regarding the impact it 
would have on our Nation's economy if we 
were to allow our President the fast track ne
gotiating authority he is requesting in order to 
negotiaite the North American Free Trade 
Agreement and the Uruguay Round of the 
GATT Agreement. 

Fast track and free trade issues have cre
ated apprehension about the impact to our 
Nation's industries. We are concerned about 
environmental and health issues. We under
stand that today there are over 500,000 Maxi
cans-mostly women and children-who are 
employed in maquiladoras in Mexico. These 
are 500,000 jobs which, 10 years ago, were 
held by men and women in our very own work 
force. With fast track authority to a new United 
States-Mexican trade agreement, how many 
more American jobs will be lost? 

The President himself is anticipating job 
losses as a result of free trade agreements. 
He addresses the issue by promising that 
there will be retraining and considerations 
given to displaced workers. But how can we 
be sure this will happen when we see dis
placed workers, even today, who have not 
been given that type of assistance. 

The unemployment rate in my Fourth Con
gressional District back in western Pennsylva
nia is 8. 7 percent over the six counties which 
I serve. Three out of six of those counties 
have suffered double digit unemployment 
rates which are almost twice the national rate 
of 6.6 percent. These figures are for those 
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people who are still on the rolls for unemploy- worries me. How will we know if the food we 
ment. It doesn't even account for those dis- eat is safe? The playing field is not level, we 
placed workers who have dropped off the rolls can't know if DDT, and other insecticides and 
because their unemployment benefits have ex- pesticides were used by farmers sending food 
pired. These workers have not had the bene- into our supermarkets from foreign countries. 
fits that the President addresses in his prom- This is the type of negotiating authority that 
ise to retrain displaced workers who will suffer fast track authority gives our administration. 
job losses through his attempts to craft a free Yes, those farm products may be cheaper, 
trade agreement with Mexico under fast track because the regulations regarding the types of 
authority. Even if they were offered retrain- chemicals to be used are different than those 
ing-what would we train them for-where are provided for in our country. They may be 
the jobs??? Are they comparable in pay to cheaper because the same precautions are 
what they have been earning? Are they satis- not required for packaging, labeling and pre
tying and rewarding jobs or are they demean- serving those foods. And, yes, they may be 
ing and meager jobs he wants to retrain them cheaper because the labor regulations in for
for? eign countries, particularly Mexico, are not the 

If the President is granted this extension of same as ours. The workers are not motivated 
fast track authority, this will probably be the by wages, benefits, and training programs 
only opportunity I will have to speak publicly which would enhance their abilities to produce 
regarding the devastating effect it will have on the best possible product for our consumers. 
the labor force in my district and across the Is this what we want to allow our American 
Nation. My constituents don't want any new public to deal with? I think not. 
agreements which will take additional jobs Clearly, we need to address the question of 
from them, their family or their friends and nei- whether we want to have input in our trade 
ther do I! agreements or whether we want to relinquish 

As pointed out in a recent national associa- our authority to the President. There are far 
tion of development organizations newsletter, ··· too many concerns to simply set aside our au
the administration's unwillingness to move a thority and say yes or no on any agreement 
single dollar of the $200 million of funds which which is developed without our input. 
were appropriated last fall by Congress for the I urge my colleagues to retain the power 
sole purpose of economic adjustment seems vested in them by the American public. Give 
to be clear evidence that the Presidenfs claim them your utmost attention and represent their 
to provide for economic adjustment will never concerns by voting no on the extension of fast 
be implemented. This simply means that the track authority. Then we will go to work on as
Presidenfs words uttered to sell the fast track sisting in the process of developing a trade 
authority request are not enforceable in any agreement which will benefit the United States 
way. as well as our trading partners. 

The Department of Defense has yet to dis-
burse the $150 million which was intended for 
job training and $50 million for EDA commu
nity assistance which Congress appropriated 
last fall. How can we believe that the adminis
tration will do anything more for workers dis
placed by a new trade agreement if it isn't yet 
addressing the needs of workers who are now 
displaced. Funds already appropriated by 
Congress, but not released by the administra
tion do not help people earn wages. Workers 
with no jobs can't buy things and that's what 
makes our economy lag! . 

As one who has seen my congressional dis
triers economic base switch from a manufac
turing-based economy to an agricultural base, 
I certainly have great misgivings about the job 
losses which are imminent with fast-track au
thority and free-trade agreements which will 
be negotiated as a result of this authority. 

I am concerned about the effects on rural 
America. Our farmers are not being given a 
fair trade agreement. The playing field is not 
level for farmers in this country as opposed to 
farmers in Mexico. Mexico does not adhere to 
the same requirements that our American 
farmers are asked to honor before offering 
food to the American consumer. Food grown 
here in our United States is grown under pro
tective regulations which have been part of 
laws which have been initiated in our very own 
Congress. Food entering our country from 
Mexico is not grown under the same protec
tive regulations. 

Simply stated, this means that the laws 
which have been enacted to protect the con
sumers of fresh fruits and vegetables can be 
ignored in a free trade agreement and that 
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FAST TRACK IS THE RIGHT TRACK 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I do not plan to take my en
tire 60 minutes, but I have taken this 
special order to talk specifically about 
the issue which was addressed in the 
last two special orders by my friend 
from Pennsylvania and my friend from 
Maryland. 

I wanted to take a few minutes tore
spond to a number of the points that 
have been made and to give a slightly 
different view from the one that has 
been outlined by my colleagues. I be
lieve a week from today we are going 
to be casting clearly one of the most 
important votes in years when we ad
dress this question of fast track. Now, 
people call it fast track, but really Mr. 
Speaker it is far from that. Fast track 
simply says the President of the United 
States has an opportunity to sit down 
at the negotiating table with our part
ners and try to reduce barriers which 
jeopardize freedom and jeopardize op
portunity, and prevent the free flow of 
goods throughout the world. That is all 
fast track says, that the President and 
his negotiating team can sit down and 
discuss this issue. 

Now, I say that as an opening, Mr. 
Speaker, because we need to recognize 
that if we have an agreement that 
comes back to the Congress, following 
that negotiating session, we as Mem
bers of Congress have the right to say 
we like that agreement; those Members 
who like it vote yes. If we do not like 
the agreement, those Members who op
pose it, vote no. So all we are debating 
now is whether or not the President 
should move ahead and begin negotiat
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, I for one believe that it 
is absolutely necessary that the U.S. 
Congress, both the House and the Sen
ate, grant as did the Committee on 
Ways and Means did yesterday, and the 
Senate Finance Committee, and the 
Committee on Rules and which I serve, 
yesterday voted out with no rec
ommendation, moving the resolutions 
to the floor so that we can consider 
whether or not we will grant the con
tinuation of fast track, meaning giving 
the right to the President to negotiate, 
or whether we will prevent it. If Con
gress prevents moving ahead with the 
negotiating process, it is apparent to 
me that we are taking a retrograde 
step. We have heralded the explosion of 
freedom throughout the world. We have 
heralded the fact that we have seen the 
technology advances that allow people 
to communicate through satellites 
with the entire world. We know that 
television coverage is a shot into far 
parts of the world. 

The message from the United States 
and the free world clearly played a 
major role in the crumbling of the Ber
lin Wall, the explosion of freedom 
throughout Latin America, the free
dom we are seeing in Asia and other 
parts of the world. For the United 
States to now say that we are going to 
prevent the reduction of those trade 
barriers which exist would, I believe, be 
a grave mistake. 

There are several important things 
we need to look to. Throughout the 
world, we have witnessed the formation 
of trading blocs. In fact, the largest 
trading bloc, unified trading bloc ever 
known to man is forming on December 
31 of 1992. It is known as EC '92. It will 
see the unification of the Western Eu
ropean nations. 

Something that needs to be recog
nized too, is that we will see the West
ern European nations taking advantage 
of a country which happens to be 
known as the bread basket of Europe. 
That is our NATO ally, Turkey. Also, 
we will see attempts to utilize this 100 
million strong new bloc, Central and 
Eastern Europe, which offers both a 
labor force and ultimately a tremen
dous market. So as we watch the Euro
pean Community unite in EC '92, we 
also look beyond my State of Califor
nia, known as the gateway to the Pa
cific Rim. As we look into the Pacific, 
what we are seeing is the countries of 
Taiwan, Singapore, Hong Kong, Korea, 
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a wide range of nations, Indonesia, Ma
laysia, potentially Vietnam, uniting as 
a trading bloc. 

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that if 
we stick our heads in the sand and re
duce the granting of fast track a week 
from today here in the Congress, we 
will say the United States of America 
can stand alone, and we will be unable 
to compete against these massive trad
ing blocs in EC '92 and the Pacific Rim. 
It would be one of the most dreadful 
moves that this country could make. It 
would be protectionist. It would be ig
noring the fact that the world is chang
ing dramatically. 

That is why I believe that we need to 
do everything that we possibly can to 
proceed with this. We in the United 
States have a wonderful opportunity. 
We have a 2,000 mile border with a 
great country, the nation of Mexico. 
Mexico has in the past 2 years had the 
most dramatic change, economically 
and politically, in its history. 

In 1928 we saw the control of the In
stitutional Revolutionary Party come 
into being, and not too long ago, we 
saw for the first time a crumbling in 
that one-party control that Mexico has 
had when Ernesto Ruffo was elected 
governor of North Baja. I happen to be
lieve there will be further opportuni
ties for political reform in Mexico. In 
fact, the upcoming legislations have 
seen in two other states, possibly three 
other states, very competitive races 
going on for governor. Those races 
could see the election of an opposing 
party. No, Mexico does not have a po
litical system just like ours. No, Mex
ico does not have as much freedom as 
Members would like to see. However, I 
am convinced that Mexico, like the 
rest of the world, is moving in the di
rection of more and very positive polit
ical reform. 

In the area of economic reform, what 
has happened there? Well, since the 
election of President Carlos Salinas de 
Gortari, one of the most dynamic lead
ers that Mexico has ever seen, we have 
seen tremendous economic reform. We 
have seen a move away from the action 
of the 1980's, which saw government 
control of virtually everything, the 
banking system, and a wide range of 
other industries, instead move toward 
privatization, a recognition that the 
marketplace is the wave of the future. 
It is the only way to increase the 
standard of living for the workers, for 
the people. 

I think that as we look at those re
forms, we would be causing grave dam
age and, in fact, jeopardize those eco
nomic and political reforms if we were 
to deny fast track, deny our President 
the opportunity to even sit down with 
our neighbors to the south. 

Mr. Speaker, there are 88 million 
Mexicans. These people want very 
much to take advantage of U.S. goods. 
Many of them cannot today because of 
tariffs that exist at the border and be-

cause they are impoverished. I am one, 
Mr. Speaker, who believes that a rising 
tide lifts all ships. I am one who be
lieves we will create jobs on both sides 
of the border in the United States and 
in Mexico. My friend from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. KOLTER] and my friend from 
Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] were talking 
about loss of jobs, and Mr. Speaker, I 
am very concerned about the potential 
loss of jobs, and frankly, the loss of 
jobs which we have already seen from 
the United States, going into Mexico. 

Quite frankly, many of those jobs 
have already gone, and a free trade 
agreement is not going to step up that 
situation. They can already go down 
there, whether or not we have a free
trade agreement. 

0 2210 
What will happen is that we will open 

up with a reduction of this barrier the 
markets of Mexico. As we enhance the 
job opportunities in Mexico, we will en
hance the opportunity for the people of 
Mexico to purchase United States man
ufactured goods. 

People have seemed to ignore the 
fact that the tariff on United States 
goods flowing into Mexico is today 10 
percent. The tariff that we impose on 
Mexican goods coming into the United 
States averages 4 percent. If we reduce 
those barriers, workers in the United 
States of America stand to gain, be
cause for every $1 billion in exports we 
create 20,000 to 25,000 jobs in this coun
try. 

Now, my friends were talking about 
the fact earlier that only component 
parts will be going to Mexico and fin
ished products will be coming from 
Mexico back into the United States. 
There are many finished products here 
in the United States which the people 
of Mexico and the rest of the world 
want. They want to take advantage of 
those goods. In fact, while some argue 
that we will see this flow of jobs going 
from the United States into Mexico, 70 
cents an hour labor is what people will 
be seeking as job opportunities. 

Mr. Speaker, if you look at the facts, 
that really is not the case. 

For starters, 87 percent of the goods 
imported by Canada come from nations 
with high labor costs; 64 percent of the 
goods imported here in the United 
States come from nations with high 
labor costs. The only reason it is less 
in the United States is that we have 
agreements with China and Third 
World countries. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the reason that we 
import goods that come overwhelm
ingly from high labor cost areas is that 
is what people want. The demand is for 
goods that come from high labor cost 
areas. People say that in Mexico there 
is this great opportunity to seize that 
low-cost labor force. Well, if one looks 
at not wage rates, but in fact produc
tion output, we have got to recognize 
that the United States of America-

and not Mexico-is the best area and is 
actually better at output. If one looks 
at 1988, the average output from the 
U.S. worker is $45,972 a year. The aver
age output of a Mexican worker is 
$6,427 a year. 

Now, the Mexican worker earns 
about 16 percent of the United States 
worker, but the Mexican output is 14 
percent of the American worker. 

Why? Well, obviously, workers in this 
country are better educated, better 
trained, have better working condi
tions, and for that reason the output 
from a United States worker is higher 
than that of the Mexican worker; so all 
these people who consistently argue 
that we have seen nothing but flight to 
Mexico to take advantage of 70 cent an 
hour labor have got to recognize that 
the United States worker still puts out 
a better product and more than the 
Mexican worker, and that cannot be ig
nored. 

We in the United States offer capital 
and technology. Labor and markets are 
in Mexico and we would be way off base 
if we were to believe that anything 
other than that existed. 

I am happy to see that my very good 
friend who is also from southern Cali
fornia, and I should say as I call on my 
friend from California that many have 
said that those of us who come from 
border States are the ones who stand to 
gain tremendously from this, when in 
fact those of us from the border States 
actually have in some ways more oppo
sition than some of my friends from 
Pennsylvania, Maryland, Michigan, 
and other spots. 

Let me just add one other point that 
I have made in this well several times. 
As far as automobiles flowing into 
Mexico, there is 1 automobile for every 
15 Mexicans, 3 automobiles for every 4 
Americans. 

I think, Mr. Speaker, it is important 
for us to recognize that eliminating 
that 10 percent tariff between the Unit
ed States and Mexico will increase the 
opportunity for our auto workers in 
Michigan, Pennsylvania, and Mary
land, as my friend has said, to sell 
those vehicles in Mexico. 

Let me just say that we in California, 
Mr. Speaker, have greater opposition 
from some areas that people in other 
areas do not have. 

My friend is from Los Angeles and 
Orange Counties. He knows very well 
that the area which I represent in the 
eastern suburbs of Los Angeles County 
extending from Palmdale and the Ante
lope Valley south through the San 
Gabrielle Valley to Orange County hap
pens to have the highest number of 
first-stage smog alerts than anyplace 
in the United States. Environmental 
concern is something that is in the 
forefront in this whole debate. 

My people whom I represent in Cali
fornia do not want me to support an 
agreement which is going to expand 
pollution and possibly send pollution 
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from Mexico into the United States, 
into our border area. 

We all know how Mexico City has 
horrible air pollution. Los Angeles 
County has been working to improve 
it. 

I think that we can actually benefit 
our market if we export some of the 
technology that we have to improve 
the air quality and other environ
mental concerns into Mexico, but we 
also in California have some very seri
ous questions being raised by agri
culture and, of course, organized labor. 

So we in California have concerns 
emanating from three fronts: organized 
labor, those who are concerned about 
the environment-as I am and as my 
friend from Long Beach is and others
and we also have the concerns of the 
California agriculture industry. 

I am convinced with having met with 
Ambassador Hills, Dr. Herminio Blan
co, who is the chief Mexican nego
tiator, and a wide range of other people 
involved in this, that these questions 
as they relate to the environment, as 
they relate to organized labor, as they 
relate to agriculture will be addressed. 
I think we got that commitment in a 
letter that President Bush sent back in 
response to a message that was sent to 
him from the chairman of the Ways 
and Means Committee, the gentleman 
from illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] and 
the chairman of the Senate Finance 
Committee, Senator BENTSEN. 

Having said that, I am proud to in
troduce, Mr. Speaker, and call on one 
of my great friends, one of the most el
oquent, articulate, hard-working Mem
bers of the U.S. Congress, who had his 
training ground at the White House, 
right down Pennsylvania Avenue. He 
got his training as a speech writer for 
President Reagan and now that great 
eloquence that came from the mouth of 
Ronald Reagan is now going to come 
from my friend from southern Califor
nia, Mr. ROHRABACHER, and I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER] makes me blush. In fact, it is 
very difficult to have been a former 
speech writer for Ronald Reagan, be
cause everyone's expectations of what 
you can produce are so high. 

Let me just begin by saying that I 
deeply appreciate the leadership that 
the gentleman is providing in · this ef
fort that is vital for America's econ
omy. In the years ahead, if we are 
going to remain competitive, if we are 
going to see an America that is produc
ing the jobs and producing the products 
that are competitive in the world, we 
are going to have to have the far-sight
ed vision and the courage as rep
resented by this effort to create a 
North American trading area. 

I believe that free trade among the 
countries of North America and indeed 
eventually in the hemisphere is some
thing that will not just benefit other 

peoples, but will benefit our own people 
at the same time; so we are not giving 
charity to anybody. Nobody here rep
resents voters from another country. 
We both represent the people and the 
working people of the United States of 
America. If we did not honestly think 
that this was going to benefit our peo
ple and not just be some handout to 
Mexico or any other country, we would 
not be supportive of it; but there are 
people, and times have changed and, of 
course, if someone is afraid of change 
in this fast-changing world, that per
son and that country will be left be
hind. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, if my friend will let me re
claim my time for just a moment, the 
gentleman mentioned the issue of 
handout which is something that has 
been of concern to many of us in this 
House who have constantly seen this 
cradle to the grave welfare concept 
perpetuated, and that has gotten us 
into a position where we have a prob
lem which were discussing not too long 
ago about this $3.2 trillion national 
debt, the cost of which is being passed 
on to future generations. 

My friend who shares representation 
in Los Angeles County with me knows 
that in Los Angeles County last year 
we expended $720 million in taxpayer 
dollars on services for illegal iinmi
grants in the areas of social services, 
health care, criminal justice, a wide 
range of other cases, and that cost is 
something which is very great. 

We want to help the people of the 
United States. We also want to help 
the people of Mexico. We do not want 
to help them through foreign aid. We 
do not want to help them through con
stantly taking the hard-earned tax dol
lars of American workers and sending 
them to Mexico. 

D 2220 
What we want to do is we want to in

crease the quality of life and the stand
ard of living by providing economic op
portunity on both sides of the border. 
Now, I talked to many of our friends, 
in fact I had breakfast the other day 
with ambassadors from the Central 
American countries. We have talked to 
people in other Latin American nations 
who are convinced that the free trade 
agreement with Mexico is simply a 
first step. Because while we want to 
protect the rights of workers in the 
United States, we also recognize those 
workers are consumers. We want to as
sure that the best quality product at 
the lowest possible price can be pro
vided to consumers in the United 
States and throughout the world with
out all of these barriers which have 
prevented the flow of those products, 
imposing a penalty on the flow of those 
goods and products and services which 
people want and seek. 

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield fur
ther to my friend, the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, I happen 
to believe that two of the issues that 
seem to be brought forward now that 
have to be brought forward, we have to 
discuss and we have to lay these fears 
to rest, have to do with people's jobs 
and the concern for the environment. 
In both cases, I believe that the free 
trade agreement with Mexico will lead 
to actually more jobs, more job cre
ation, not only in Mexico but in the 
United States, and a cleaner environ
ment not only for that side of the bor
der but for this side of the border as 
well. 

First of all, let us note, as the gen
tleman from California said, that I 
used to be in the White House. I used to 
work-! actually worked for 7 years 
with Ronald Reagan. I remember very 
well the charges that we were becom
ing deindustrialized and there were 
going to be no more jobs, we were ex
porting all of our jobs back in the 
1980's. 

In fact, as trade became freer during 
the 1980's and trade expanded, we found 
that there was a job explosion in the 
United States of America. I believe it 
was 22 million jobs that were created in 
the last decade. This is a time when 
trade was freeing up, there was more 
commerce between the nations. 

I believe if we had a protectionist 
policy during the 1980's instead of a 
policy aimed at enterprise and com
merce and trade, we would have had a 
contraction of the number of jobs. 

Mr. DRIER of California. One of 
those examples is Mexico. In 1986 we 
saw the beginnings of the reduction of 
those barriers. From 1986 to today we 
have seen almost a doubling, from $15 
to $30 billion in exports from the Unit
ed States to Mexico. 

So the point my friend makes is a 
very good one, and I think it is right on 
target when we look at the issue of cre
ating economic opportunity. 

We also need to remember that peo
ple who are decrying the prospect of 
some jobs going to Mexico do not rec
ognize that those jobs could just as 
easily go to Singapore, Hong Kong, 
Taiwan, Korea. And while I certainly, 
as a representative, like my friend, of a 
gateway to the Pacific Rim-the gen
tleman represents the area of Long 
Beach, which sees the import of many 
of those goods-the opportunity to 
have many of those jobs go to Mexico 
will clearly be a benefit to the Ameri
cas and this country rather than hav
ing them all flow to the Pacific Rim. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. We are talking 
about the creation of jobs in Mexico 
that cannot be better done in the Unit
ed States and, at the same time, creat
ing a Market which will increase the 
number of jobs in the United States in 
those areas where we have the best ex
pertise. 

For example, Mexico as an under
developed country right now needs our 
assistance in developing its infrastruc-
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ture, building computer systems, tele
phone systems, electrical systems, all 
of the things needed for a modern in
dustrialized society. They need us to 
help build those, and those jobs that 
help create those tools and that equip
ment, those are not low-skilled jobs. 
Those are jobs that require the high 
skills and high capitalization that we 
have in the United States. 

So the more trade that we have with 
Mexico and the freer trade means there 
will be more things that are purchased 
from the United States and more jobs 
that are created here. 

At the same time, Mexico, with the 
less-skilled employees, will be able to 
handle both those things that can be 
built cheaper in Mexico by less-skilled 
employees and those will come back to 
us in parts, which will make the rest of 
our industry even more competitive. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I would 
like to raise a point that my friend will 
find particularly interesting, and go 
back to the 1984 Presidential campaign 
and the 1988 Presidential campaign, 
when Mr. Mondale and Mr. Dukakis 
talked about the issue of creating 
nothing but hamburger flippers and 
service-oriented jobs when we referred 
to the economic expansion which we 
have seen in the United States. And I 
find it very interesting that those 
today who are opponents of a free trade 
agreement seem to be afraid of seeing 
those jobs move from the United States 
into Mexico when they criticized th~ 
existence of those jobs in the mid-1980's 
during those campaigns. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Of course we 
knew at that time that those statis
tics-actually they did not present sta
tistics, they just presented images and 
cliches that were wrong. The fact is 
during the 1980's we had a great up
surge in the number of jobs that were 
$20,000, $30,000, $40,000 jobs, in the Unit
ed States of America, jobs that re
quired training, jobs that took people 
out of the old blue-collar and less
skilled, people who were just basically 
using their sweat and their time and 
their raw physical energy, took those 
jobs and really transplanted those peo
ple who were in those jobs into jobs 
where they had to have some sort of 
training in computers, some sort of 
training in the actual machinery being 
developed in order to make our work 
less sweat-landed and more brain-ori
ented. 

The fact is that by using our brains 
in the United States we are producing 
more wealth than when we just relied 
on raw physical endurance. 

That is why, as Mexico begins to de
velop our ability to produce equipment 
and machines to modernize, our coun
try will actually create a large number 
of jobs here in the United States and in 
Mexico, they will be putting their peo
ple to work. For example, let us use 
the example we hear so often of the 
automobile industry. It is as if some 

·people believe the automobile industry 
will just pack up and go to Mexico, and 
if there will be-and by the way, I do 
not believe that will happen at all. But 
it is possible, for example, that we will 
see in the future less costly Mexican 
labor producing parts of automobiles 
and have those same parts shipped 
back to Detroit, which will then be
come part of American automobiles. 
Perhaps the Mexicans can produce 
crankshafts or other parts of the auto
mobile very efficiently. And if they do 
that more cost effectively it is not 
going to hurt the American worker. It 
is in fact something that could save 
Chrysler or some other corporation by 
making sure that that company now 
has a product that is more competitive 
with the Japanese and other countries 
that are producing low-cost competi
tive cars. 

If we try to cut our companies off 
from these types of benefits and inno
vation that they can receive by a 
greater trading area here in North 
America, what we are going to do is 
cut off our companies from the avenue 
of becoming much more competitive. 
Actually, at the and of the free trade 
agreement, jobs in America will be 
much more secure because people on 
this continent will be working and pro
ducing products at their highest effi
ciency. 

And if the Mexican people can 
produce crankshafts at a cheaper price, 
a cheaper price and better quality 
product, it is to our benefit to import 
them and then make them part of our 
automobiles so that those people who 
are selling automobiles in competition 
with other countries will then have a 
more secure job because they have a 
better product. 

This type of analysis is totally ig
nored by those people claiming that 
our auto industry is just going to pack 
up and go to Mexico. 

As they are producing more crank
shafts and have more people working 
down there in that type of productive 
behavior, there are going to be more 
customers for automobiles because 
they are going to have more money to 
buy automobiles. And fewer of those 
people, then, will have to come to the 
United States with their bare feet, 
struggling in order to try to provide for 
their families. Who can blame these 
poor people for coming into southern 
California, desperate to try to provide 
their families with food and shelter? 

Well, our hearts go out to those peo
ple, but the fact is it would be much 
better if we could help Mexico develop 
its economy so that those people will 
have a very productive life and be able 
to provide for their families with jobs 
in Mexico itself. It would be better for 
them, and it would be better for us. 

Mr. DREIER of California. My friend 
is absolutely right. An.d I thank him 
for his contribution. He makes a very 
good point in that the United States 

today offers capital and the techno
logical advances which the people of 
Mexico desperately want. While I 
talked about the reduction of the bur
den, the tax burden on the American 
people to pay for this $720 million a 
year in social services in Los Angeles 
for illegal immigrants coming across 
the border, they will not need to come 
across the border because, as my friend 
says, we are going to be able to create 
economic opportunity within Mexico. 
We know that the flow of illegal immi
grants coming here seeking economic 
opportunity-that is what they des
perately want. They want a chance to 
be able to earn dollars and send them 
back to Mexico, to their families who 
are located there. 

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that as 
we look at this question, it is one 
which we cannot ignore, the fact that 
both sides of the border will benefit 
and the world will benefit. I cannot 
help but think of a conversation that I 
had just 2 days ago in South Baja with 
a man at Pepe's Restaurant. 

0 2030 
Mr. Speaker, I went to Pepe, who was 

there at his restaurant. I said, "Tell 
me. What do you think of the process 
of this United States-Mexico Free
Trade Agreement?" 

He looked to me, and in broken Eng
lish he said, "It's important for the 
United States and Mexico to unite so 
that we can pull together.'' 

Mr. Speaker, I could not help but 
think of two old burros, as my col
leagues know, moving up the hill, and 
here we were in the southern part of 
Mexico talking about this question of 
how it is that we are going to improve 
life on both sides of the border and for 
both of our peoples, and, with 88 mil
lion Mexicans improving their quality 
of life, it stands to reason that the im
provement will take place certainly 
throughout the rest ·Of the Americas, 
which is what we want. After all, we 
constantly are debating in this House 
on providing assistance where hunger 
exists, whether it is in Ethiopia, or the 
Sudan, or among the Kurds, or in Ban
gladesh, a wide range of areas. Now we 
have got to look right in our own back 
yard, look at this 2,000-mile border, and 
realize that we do not need to send a 
nickel in taxpayer dollars to address 
the hunger problems as they exist in 
Mexico. 

Mr. Speaker, what we need to do is 
provide them with the opportunity to 
acquire the capital, the technology, the 
advances that we have in the United 
States, so that they can increase their 
standard of living there. 

Does the gentleman from California 
[Mr. ROHRABACHER] have anything fur
ther? 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. One note. 
As a Californian, we of course have 

personal relationships with people on 
the other side of the border. We have 
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had those our entire lives as Califor
nians. In fact, in California we are very 
proud in California of our own rich 
Mexican heritage that is all over every 
street and town in our State, reflecting 
this, as well as our food, and our lan
guage, and the way we act toward one 
another. 

But also we are very close to Mexico 
itself, not only our Mexican heritage, 
but Mexico itself, and there is an ex
pression in Mexico which all of us 
know. It is "Mi casa, su casa," and it is 
a term of endearment. It is a term of 
welcome and of brotherhood expressed 
by Mexicans. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Does my 
friend care to translate "Mi casa, su 
casa"? 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. "Mi casa, su 
casa" is very simple. "My house is 
your house." 

Mr. DREIER of California. I thank 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I cannot help 
but think that, when one thinks of that 
expression, "Mi casa, su casa," how 
true it is, especially of the environ
ment, because the fact is in Mexico 
their environment is our environment. 
Pollution spreads across that border, 
and if there is a pollution problem 
south of the border, there is a pollution 
problem north of the border. 

So, those of us in California are espe
cially sensitive to the fact that this 
treaty, while upgrading the Mexican 
economy, will at the same time give 
Mexico a chance to deal with the pollu
tion problems that have been plaguing 
that country. It is the poor countries of 
the world who suffer most from pollu
tion. They are the ones who have to use 
the low grade fuels. They are the ones 
that cannot afford the upgrading of 
their technologies and industries that 
will permit cleaner industry and the 
cleaner production of wealth. 

So, Mr. Speaker, if we help them im
prove their economy, if we reach out 
and become part of this great, noble, 
idealistic endeavor of bringing this 
continent together into one trading 
area and making us indeed one people, 
all Americans, · that in itself is going to 
have dramatic importance to our envi
ronment on this continent. The Mexi
can people will be able then to afford 
with wealth the technology necessary 
to get the job done that they need to 
have done and do so without polluting 
the environment. They cannot do it 
now because they do not have the re
sources. If they try to do it now, the 
people would go hungry because they 
do not have the resources. 

Mr. Speaker, if we help their econ
omy grow, and we make them part of 
an ever-growing economic system here 
in the North American Continent, they 
will have the resources, and the air will 
be cleaner, and the water will be clean
er, arid indeed we all will live in one 
house, one great North American 
house, and mi casa will be su casa. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. ROHRABACHER], for his con
tribution, and I think that that is a 
very appropriate way for us to look at 
the issue which we will face a week 
from today here on the floor of the 
House of Representatives. What we will 
be saying, Mr. Speaker, is very simply: 
"Does the United States Congress say 
to President Bush and his negotiating 
team, 'Move ahead, work, sit down 
with our Mexican neighbors, and try to 
pound out an agreement which address
es the conce~ns of the environment, of 
organized labor and displaced workers, 
of agriculture, but at the same time 
brings about an elimination of the tar
iffs that exist between our borders so 
that we can take advantage and im
prove the standard of living for both 
Americans and the people of Mex
ico?' ", and that is the question that we 
will be facing here: Can the President 
and his negotiating team sit down? 

That is all we are asking here, Mr. 
Speaker, and it is my hope that we will 
be able to have an overwhelming vote 
that says, Move ahead with negotia
tions." 

When we begin the debate, the vote 
that will actually have to be cast, 
when it comes down here, Mr. Speaker, 
is a no vote because we will be voting 
against the resolution of disapproval. 
It is a very legislatively complex issue, 
but a week from today the debate here 
will be calling for a no vote, voting 
against the resolution of disapproval so 
that we can, in fact, move ahead with 
the negotiating process. Then, if we 
grant the negotiating process to the 
President, his right, then we will come 
back here, and we will all be able to 
make the determination. We can vote 
for or against the agreement, and then 
that will determine whether or not we 
move into the future , and, as John 
Nesbitt in his book "Megatrends 2000" 
said, eliminate those barriers so that 
we can have an improved quality of life 
for consumers throughout the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank you very much 
for your forbearance and that of those 
of the entire crew who stayed here. It 
is 10:36 here on the east coast, and I 
want to say to my friends who have 
worked here all day long and will be 
back here again tomorrow that I thank 
them for their indulgence. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. CAMPBELL of California) to 
revise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. ROHRABACHER, for 60 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. GINGRICH, for 60 minutes each 
day, on May 20, 28, 29, and 30, and June 
3, 4, 5, and 6. 

Mr. DORNAN of California, for 5 min
utes, today. 

Mr. RITTER, for 60 minutes each day, 
today and on May 16. 

Mr. DREIER of California, for 60 min
utes each day, on June 3, 4, 5, and 6. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON, for 60 minutes on 
June 5. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of MR. MFUME) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. SMITH of Florida, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, for 20 minutes 

today. 
Mrs. COLLINS of illinois, for 60 min

utes, on May 21. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. PETRI, and to include extraneous 
matter notwithstanding the fact that 
it exceeds two pages of the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD and is estimated by the 
Public Printer to cost $2,739. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. CAMPBELL of California) 
and to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. 
Mr. SOLOMON in two instances. 
Mr. GALLO. 
Mr. VANDER JAGT. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
Mr. McGRATH in two instances. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN in four instances. 
Mr. Goss. 
Mr. MYERS of Indiana. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO in two instances. 
Mr. ZIMMER in two instances. 
Mr. CRANE in three instances. 
Mr. DAVIS. 
Mr. DANNEMEYER in four instances. 
Mrs. BENTLEY. 
Ms. MOLINARI. 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
Mr. SHAW. 
Mr. GREEN of New York in two in-

stances. 
Mr. STUMP. 
Mr. RITTER. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. MFUME) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. SOLARZ. 
Mr. RAHALL. 
Mr. SCHUMER, in two instances. 
Mr. MANTON. 
Mr. CARDIN, in two instances. 
Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
Mr. MATSUI. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr. SYNAR. 
Mr. WOLPE. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. 
Mr. SMITH of Florida. 
Mr. MILLER of California. 
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Ms. DELAURO, in two instances. 
Mr. GEREN of Texas. 
Mr. DOOLEY. 
Mr. RoEMER. 
Mr. REED. 
Mr. SLATTERY. 
Mr. CONYERS. 
Mr. HALL of Ohio. 
Mr. JACOBS. 
Mrs. MINK. 
Mr. MFUME. 
Mr. KOLTER. 

SENATE BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION REFERRED 

A bill and a joint resolution of the 
Senate of the following titles were 
taken from the Speaker's table and, 
under the rule, referred as follows: 

S.J. Res. 134. Joint resolution designating 
May 22, 1991, as "National Desert Storm Re
servists Day"; to the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service. 

S. 100. An act to set forth United States 
policy toward Central America and to assist 
the economic recovery and development of 
that region; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 
Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 

House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the following 
date present to the President, for his 
approval, a bill and a joint resolution 
of the House of the following titles: 

On May 13, 1991: 
H.R. 2122. An act to authorize emergency 

humanitarian assistance for fiscal year 1991 
for Iraqi refugees and other persons in and 
around Iraq who are displaced as a result of 
the Persian Gulf conflict; and 

H.J. Res. 109. Joint resolution designating 
each of the weeks beginning May 12, 1991, 
and May 10, 1992, as "Emergency Medical 
Services Week." 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 10 o'clock and 38 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Thursday, May 16, 1991, at 10 
a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1297. A letter from the Acting Under Sec
retary of Defense, transmitting selected ac
quisition reports [SARS) for the quarter end
ing March 31, 1991, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2432; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

1298. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of Defense, transmitting notification 
of a waiver of limitation on the costs to the 
United States for payments to foreign na-

tionals employed at bases outside the United 
States, pursuant to Public Law 101-510, sec
tion 1456(b) (104 Stat. 1696); to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

1299. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting the 1990 annual report on expendi
tures with respect to AIDS, pursuant to Pub
lic Law 100-607, section 201 (102 Stat. 3063); to 
tlle Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

1300. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
FCC's report concerning the implementation 
of the Telephone Operator Consumer Serv
ices Improvement Act of 1990; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

1301. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
a copy of Presidential determination No. 91-
34 with supporting justification and addi
tional information, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
2601(c)(3); to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

1302. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
copies of three Presidential Determinations: 
PD 91-27, PD 91--30, PD 91-33 with supporting 
justification and additional information, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2601(c)(3); to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

1303. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
copies of political contributions by nominees 
as chiefs of mission, ambassadors at large, or 
ministers, and their families, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs. · 

1304. A letter from the Department of En
ergy, transmitting· notification that the re
port on DOE's management of environmental 
restoration and waste management activi
ties at facilities under DOE will be late; 
jointly, to the Committee on Armed Services 
and Energy and Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BROWN: Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. H.R. 2042. A bill to 
authorize appropriations for activities under 
the Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act 
of 1974, and for other purposes, (Rept. 102-62). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 101. Resolution disapprov
ing the extension of "fast track" procedures 
to bills to implement trade agreements en
tered into after May 31, 1991 (Rept. 102-63, Pt. 
1). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 146. Resolution expressing 
the sense of the House of Representatives 
with respect to the United States objectives 
that should .be achieved in the negotiation of 
future trade agreements (Rept. 102-64, Pt. 1). 
Ordered to be printed. 

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re
ports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

Mr. McCURDY: Permanent Select Commit
tee on Intelligence. H.R. 2038. A bill to au
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 1992 for 

intelligence activities of the United States 
Government, the Intelligence Community 
Staff, and the Central Intelligence Agency 
Retirement and Disabilities System, and for 
other purposes; referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services for a period ending not later 
than June 3, 1991, for consideration of such 
provisions of the bill and amendments as fall 
within the jurisdiction of that committee 
pursuant to clause 1(c), rule X (Rept. 102-65, 
Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. BROWN: Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. H.R. 656. A bill to 
provide for a coordinated Federal research 
program to ensure continued U.S. leadership 
in high-performance computing, with an 
amendment; referred to the Committee on 
Education and"Labor for a period ending not 
later than May 23, 1991, for consideration of 
such provisions of the bill and amendment as 
fall within the jurisdiction of that commit
tee pursuant to clause 1(g), rule X (Rept. 102-
66, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: 
H.R. 2347. A bill to redesignate the Midland 

General Mail Facility in Midland, TX, as the 
"Carl 0. Hyde General Mail Facility"; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BACCHUS: 
H.R. 2348: A bill to amend title I of the 

Ethics in Government Act of 1978 to require 
the reporting of specific dollar amounts 
rather than categories of value, to require 
that a statement of net worth be included, 
and to require that a copy of the reporting 
individual's most recent Federal tax return 
be furnished; jointly, to the Committees on 
Post Office and Civil Service, the Judiciary, 
and House Administration. 

By Mr. CALLAHAN: 
H.R. 2349. A bill to provide Federal recogni

tion of the Mowa Band of Choctaw Indians of 
Alabama; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mrs. LOWEY of New York (for her
self, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. ANDREWS of 
New Jersey, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. 
PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. OWENS of 
New York, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. BERMAN, and Mr. ABERCROMBIE): 

H.R. 2350. A bill to amend the Higher Edu
cation Act of 1965 to assure that low-income 
students have the opportunity to pursue 
higher education, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. MILLER of California (for him
self, Mr. MINETA, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. DE 
LUGO, Mr. YATES, Mr. HORTON, Mr. 
MARTINEZ, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. KAP
TUR, Mr. EVANS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 
VENTO, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. SMITH of 
Florida, Mr. LEVINE of California, Mr. 
ACKERMAN, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, and 
Mr. OWENS of Utah): 

H.R. 2351. A bill to authorize a study of na
tionally significant places in Japanese
American history; to the Committee on Inte
rior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mrs. MORELLA: 
H.R. 2352. A bill to authorize appropria

tions for the Motor Carrier Safety Assist
ance Program, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 
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By Mr. RAHALL: 

H.R. 2353. A bill to authorize appropria
tions for the Appalachian highway system 
and local access roads serving the Appalach
ian region, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

By Mr. SCHUMER: 
H.R. 2354. A bill to amend the Victims of 

Crime Act of 1984; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCHUMER: 
H.R. 2355. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, and the Export Administration 
Act of 1979, with respect to the prosecution 
of illegal boycotts against nations friendly 
to the United States; jointly, to the Commit
tees on the Judiciary and Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SKEEN (for himself, Mr. STAL
LINGS, and Mr. LARocCO): 

H.R. 2356. A bill to withdraw certain public 
lands in Eddy County, New Mexico, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Armed Services, Energy and Commerce, 
and Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SMITH of Florida (for himself, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. FRANK 
of Massachusetts, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
LEVINE of California, Mr. MAZZOLI, 
Mr. PRICE, Mr. RICHARDSON, and Mr. 
YATRON): 

H.R. 2357. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, relating to jurisdictional immu
nities of foreign states, to grant the jurisdic
tion of the courts of the United States in 
certain cases involving tortious conduct oc
curring in a foreign state; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SYNAR (for himself, Mr. 
WOLPE, Mr. PORTER, Mr. CONYERS, 
Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DE LUGO, 
Mr. HERTEL, Mr. HUGHES, Ms. KAP
TUR, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. LEVIN of Michi
gan, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. 
MATSUI, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. 
SCHEUER, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New 
York, Mr. TORRES, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
YATES, and Mr. MARKEY): 

H.R. 2358. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act to ensure that any solid waste 
exported from the United States to foreign 
countries is managed to protect human 
health and the environment; jointly, to the 
Committees on Energy and Commerce and 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ZELIFF (for himself, Mr. GUN
DERSON, Mr. MCEWEN, Mr. PAXON, Mr. 
RITTER, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. DELAY, Mr. 
ALLARD, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. LEWIS of 
California, Mr. KYL, Mr. DORNAN of 
California, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. SOLO
MON, Mr. KLUG, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. 
WEBER, Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming, Mr. 
FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr. 
BALLENGER, Mr. TAYLOR of North 
Carolina, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. HOBSON, 
Mr. UPTON, Mr. PURSELL, Mr. NICH
OLS, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. HUNTER, 
Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. BREW
STER, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. RAMSTAD, 
Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. KASICH, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mr. DoOLITTLE, Mr. Cox of 
California, and Mr. WALKER): 

H.R. 2359. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to reinstate a 5-percent in
vestment tax credit and to reduce capital 
gains taxes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BARTON of Texas: 
H.R. 2360. A bill relating to the tariff treat

ment of pilocarpine hydrochloride; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota (for 
himself, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. COLEMAN of 
Missouri, Mr. PENNY, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. SLAT
TERY, Mr. EVANS, Mr. WEBER, Mr. 
JONTZ, Mr. TALLON, Mr. CAMPBELL of 
Colorado, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. HATCH
ER, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. 
ESPY, Mr. WILSON, Mr. GUNDERSON, 
Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. 
ANDREWS Of Texas, Mrs. MEYERS of 
Kansas, Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. HENRY, 
Mr. HORTON, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. LEACH, 
Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. FAZIO, 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. PARKER, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Mr. BRUCE, Mr. lNHOFE, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mr. PRICE, Ms. LONG, Mr. 
BUSTAMANTE, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. AL
LARD, Mr. RoBERTS, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. 
SKELTON, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. GLICKMAN, 
Mr. HERGER, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. 
WHITTEN, Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr. 
BUNNING, Mr. PETRI, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
MOODY, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. COLEMAN 
of Texas, Mr. GEREN of Texas, Mr. 
MATSUI, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. 
THOMAS of Wyoming, Mr. IRELAND, 
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. PETERSON of Min
nesota, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. 
NUSSLE, and Mr. DEFAZIO): 

H.R. 2361. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to allow non-exempt farm
er cooperatives to elect patronage-sourced 
treatment for certain gains and losses; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FA WELL (for himself, Mr. DON
NELLY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. MILLER of Washington, 
Mr. HORTON, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. 
BLILEY, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
CHANDLER, Mr. HYDE, Mr. HASTERT, 
Mr. PORTER, Mr. MCEWEN, Mr. 
BROOMFIELD, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
HENRY, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
lNHOFE, Mr. WALSH, Mr. SMITH of 
Texas, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. 
HOLLOWAY, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. MOLLO
HAN, Mr. WOLF, and Mr. BARTON of 
Texas): 

H.R. 2362. A bill to amend partE of title IV 
of the Social Security Act to prevent aban
doned babies from experiencing prolonged 
foster care where a permanent adoptive 
home is available; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RAMSTAD (for himself, Mr. 
GooDLING, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. BLILEY, 
Mr. LEVINE of California, Ms. SNOWE, 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. 
HYDE, Mr. CAMPBELL of California, 
Mr. STARK, Mr. WEBER, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. KLUG, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. VENTO, 
Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. PAYNE of New Jer
sey, Mr. BOEHLERT, Ms. WATERS, Mr. 
COUGHLIN, Mr. PENNY, Mr. BENSEN
BRENNER, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. RoEMER, 
Mr. MCGRATH, Mr. PETERSON of Min
nesota, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. ABER
CROMBIE, Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut, 
Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. 
PAXON, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. Goss, Mr. 
RIDGE, Mr. MCEWEN, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. 
SCHIFF, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. LEWIS of 
California, Mr. GEKAS, Ms. Ros
LEHTINEN, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecti
cut, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. CAMP, 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. 
ARMEY, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
SHAYS, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey): 

H.R. 2363. A bill to amend the provisions of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 relating to 

treatment by campus officials of sexual as
sault victims; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 
H.R. 2364. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1994, the duty on certain ceramic statutes, 
statuettes, and hand-made flowers; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BAKER: 
H.R. 2365. A bill to amend title n of the So

cial Security Act to repeal the rule providing 
for termination of disabled adult child's ben
efits upon marriage; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Ms. OAKAR: 
H.R. 2366. A bill to authorize appropria

tions for economic adjustment assistance; 
jointly, to the Committee on Armed Services 
and Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. SANGMEISTER (for himself, 
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. APPLEGATE, 
Mr. EVANS, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. SLAT
TERY, Mr. HARRIS, Mrs. PATTERSON, 
Ms. LONG, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. HAMMER
SCHMIDT, Mr. SPENCE, and Mr. JONES 
of Georgia): 

H.J. Res. 255. Joint resolution designating 
the week beginning July 21, 1991, as the "Ko
rean War Veterans Remembrance Week"; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

By Mr. HALL of Ohio: 
H.J. Res. 256. Joint resolution with respect 

to conventional arms transfer limitations; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ANNUNZIO: 
H. Con. Res. 151. Concurrent resolution 

providing for the printing of the volume en
titled "Columbus in the Capitol" as a House 
document; to the Committee on House Ad
ministration. 

By Mr. McGRATH: 
H. Con. Res. 152. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
Federal Republic of Germany and the Repub
lic ~f Austria should take all applicable 
steps to halt the distribution of neo-Nazi 
computer games and prosecute anyone found 
in possession of these materials to the full 
extent of the law; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
H. Con. Res. 153. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
should comply with the legal limits on de
posit insurance coverage and should not use 
deposit insurance funds to pay off uninsured 
deposits and the claims of other unsecured 
creditors under the so-called "too big to 
fail" policy; to the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of California (for 
himself, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. KYL, 
Mr. PAXON, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. RITTER, 
Mr. STUMP, Mr. WILSON, Mr. Goss, 
Mr. PETRI, Mr. HERGER, Mr. SHAYS, 
Mr. CRANE, Mr. HYDE, Mr. BEREUTER, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. HANCOCK, 
Mr. PACKARD, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. 
SCHIFF, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. LENT, Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. 
EMERSON, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
RoHRABACHER, Mr. DELAY, Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. 
GILCHREST, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. LEWIS 
of Florida, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecti
cut, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. KLUG, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. BOEHNER, 
Mr. ZIMMER, Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
DANNEMEYER, Mr. FIELDS, Mr. THOM
AS of Wyoming, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. Cox 
of California, and Mr. MILLER of 
Washington): 
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H. Res. 152. Resolution encouraging the 

President to exercise the line-item veto; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SAXTON (for himself, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. HUGHES, 
Mr. PORTER, Mr. Goss, Mr. LAN
CASTER, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 
McDERMOTT, Mr. PAXON, Mr. LOWERY 
of California, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. 
DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
FAWELL, Mr. GALLO, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. 
JONTZ, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MILLER of 
Washington, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PAYNE 
of New Jersey, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 
RoE, Mr. TALLON, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
MCGRATH, Mr. NAGLE, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mr. WALSH, and Mrs. LOWEY of New 
York): 

H. Res. 153. Resolution expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives regarding 
the establishment of the National Institutes 
for the Environment; to the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

By Mr. BEREUTER: 
H. Res. 154. Resolution expressing the sense 

of the House of Representatives that the 
President should expeditiously complete 
consideration of the Soviet request for 
$1,500,000,000 in agricultural credit guaran
tees; jointly, to the Committee on Agri
culture and Foreign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori

als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

125. By the -SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of Hawaii, relative 
to the use of liquefied petroleum gas in auto
mobiles; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

126. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Hawaii, relative to Hawaii's gar
ment manufacturing, wholesaling, and re
tailing industries; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

127. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Hawaii, relative to solar energy; · 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 33: Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mr. 
STUDDS, and Mr. ENGEL. 

H.R.136: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 262: Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 263: Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 303: Mr. RoSE, Mr. WYLIE, and Mr. 

RICHARDSON. 
H.R. 304: Mr. BARNARD and Mr. RICHARD

SON. 
H.R. 317: Mrs. LLOYD. 
H.R. 383: Mr. WEISS, Mr. WASHINGTON, and 

Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 415: Mr. RoTH. 
H.R. 516: Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. HERTEL, and 

Mr. MINETA. 
H.R. 520: Ms. HORN. 
H.R. 537: Mr. MINETA. 
H.R. 642: Mr. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 643: Mr. DoRGAN of North Dakota, Mr. 

BARNA,RD, Mr. WOLPE, and Mr. SLATTERY. 
H.R. 735: Mr. QUILLEN. 
H.R. 847: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 848: Mr. MARLENEE. 
H.R. 917: Mr. Cox of California, Mr. DE 

LUGO, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. DIXON, Mr. MOAKLEY, 
and Mr. TAUZIN. 

H.R. 960: Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 1016: Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan. 
H.R. 1027: Mrs. LoWEY of New York. 
H.R. 1028: Mr. SERRANO. 
H.R. 1066: Mr. HAYES of lllinois, Mrs. 

UNSOELD, Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan, and Mr. 
MACHTLEY. 

H.R. 1166: Mr. ECKART. 
H.R. 1184: Mr. HASTERT, and Mr. IRELAND. 
H.R. 1201: Mr. TOWNS. 
H.R. 1244: Mr. ECKART, and Mr. WISE. 
H.R. 1245: Mr. LANTOS, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. 

SCHROEDER, and Mr. WISE. 
H.R. 1251: Mr. MORAN, and Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 1252: Mr. MORAN, and Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 1253: Mr. MORAN, and Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 1300: Mr. NOWAK. 
H.R. 1322: Mr. McDERMOTT, Mr. LAFALCE, 

Mr. HORTON, Mr. ESPY, Mr. HYDE, Mr. DOR
GAN of North Dakota, Mr. OWENS of New 
York, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. RoE, 
Mr. SERRANO, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. EVANS, 
Mr. LANCASTER, and Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota. 

H.R. 1335: Mr. GoNZALEZ. 
H.R. 1345: Mr. GoODLING and Mr. HAMMER

SCHMIDT. 
H.R. 1360: Mr. BRYANT, Mr. LEWIS of Geor

gia, Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. FUS
TER, Mr. BROWN, and Mr. WYDEN. 

H.R.1443: Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr. MFUME. 
H.R. 1454: Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. LAGO

MARSINO, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. EVANS, Mr. PETER
SON of Florida, Mr. CONYERS, and Mr. ASPIN. 

H.R. 1516: Mr. ANTHONY, and Mr. HAYES of 
Louisiana. 

H.R. 1593: Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. 
OWENS of Utah, and Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. 

H.R. 1603: Mr. Cox of California, Mr. FAZIO, 
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. RITI'ER, and Mr. WELDON. 

H.R. 1608: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, 
Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. BEILENSON, and Mr. EMER
SON. 

H.R.1637: Mr. MURTHA and Mr. FEIGHAN. 
H.R. 1645: Mr. FEIGHAN. 
H.R. 1658: Mr. VALENTINE, MP. COSTELLO, 

Ms. MOLINARI, and Mr. QUILLEN. 
H.R. 1694: Mr. PENNY, Mr. OWENS of New 

York, Mr. MOODY, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. 
FORD of Tennessee, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
DYMALLY, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. 
DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. ESPY, Mr. LIPINSKI, 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Ms. DELAURO, 
Mr. FEIGHAN, Ms. WATERS, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, and Mr. 
RANGEL. 

H.R. 1718: Mr. JACOBS, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. 
WOLPE, Mr. HUCKABY, Mr. LIVINGSTON, and 
Mr. MCCRERY. 

H.R. 1719: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. 
H.R.1733: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 1755: Mr. FIELDS. 
H.R. 1809: Mr. RoE, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis

sissippi, Mr. ECKART, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. 
VANDER JAGT, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. CAMPBELL 
of Colorado, Mr. PAXON, Mr. SANTORUM, and 
Mr. DARDEN. 

H.R. 1820: Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
COLEMAN of Texas, and Mrs. LOWEY of New 
York. 

H.R. 1987: Mr. HAYES of lllinois and Mr. 
BERMAN. 

H.R. 1992: Mr. HORTON, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
MRAZEK, Mr. FEIGHAN, and Mr. LENT. 

H.R. 2008: Mr. PAYNE of Virginia and Mr. 
EMERSON. 

H.R. 2063: Mr. SCHEUER. 
H.R. 2123: Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. LEVIN of 

Michigan, Mr. MCDERMOTI', Mr. STARK, Mr. 
LOWERY of California, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
WHEAT, Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. 
OWENS of New York, Mr. GRAY, Mr. TOWNS, 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. MFUME, Mr. 
MORAN, Mrs. COLLINS of lllinois, Mr. STOKES, 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. 
HAYES of lllinois, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. ESPY, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. AUCOIN, and Mr. EVANS. 

H.R. 2137: Mr. ANDREWS of Texas, and Mr. 
LAUGHLIN. 

H.R. 2199: Mr. HERTEL, Mr. ROE, Mr. LAGO
MARSINO, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. 
OBERSTAR, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. ACKERMAN, and 
Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 2212: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. ANDREWS of 
Maine, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
HOBSON, Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. 
WHEAT, Ms. NORTON, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. BONIOR, 
Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. BEREUTER, 
Mr. Cox of California, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
DARDEN, Mrs. PATTERSON, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. 
HENRY, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. ECKART, Mr. 
BRUCE, and Mr. DANNEMEYER. 

H.R. 2222: Mr. EMERSON, Mrs. COLLINS of 
Michigan, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. 
ECKART, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mrs. LOWEY of 
New York, and Mr. WAXMAN. 

H.R. 2255: Mr. BRYANT. 
H.R. 2279: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
H.R. 2299: Mr. WAXMAN and Mrs. LOWEY of 

New York. 
H.J. Res. 51: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. CHAN

DLER, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT, Mr. GUNDERSON, and Mr. NEAL of 
North Carolina. 

H.J. Res. 72: Mr. SAWYER, Mr. CARDIN, and 
Mrs. UNSOELD. 

H.J. Res. 183: Mr. BAKER, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. COLEMAN of Texas, Mrs. COLLINS 
of Michigan, Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. ECKART, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. FISH, Mr. FUSTER, 
Mr. GREEN of New York, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. 
JONES of Georgia, Mr. JONES of North Caro
lina, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. MAV
ROULES, Mr. MOAKLEY, and Mr. GoNZALEZ. 

H.J. Res. 185: Mr. STARK, Mr. OWENS of 
Utah, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. 
MCEwEN, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. KOST
MAYER, Mr. MICHEL, Mrs. MINK, Mr. DE LUGO, 
Mr. RAHALL, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
SARPALIUS, Mr. OBEY, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. ERn
REICH, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. REGULA, Mr. STUMP, 
Mr. MORAN, Mr. OWENS of New York, Mr. 
LENT, Mr. RoGERS, and Mr. CRANE. 

H.J. Res. 188: Mr. BLAZ, Mr. GREEN of New 
York, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 
NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. VANDER JAGT, 
Mr. FAZIO, Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. MFUME, Mr. 
STAGGERS, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. TALLON, Mr. LI
PINSKI, and Mrs. MINK. 

H.J. Res. 219: Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut, 
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
WYLIE, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. MFUME, and Mr. 
ROWLAND. 

H.J. Res. 231: Mr. BENNETT. 
H.J. Res. 233: Mr. HARRIS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 

SAVAGE, Mr. THOMAS of Georgia, Mr. MCNUL
TY, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. 
RITI'ER, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. 
LANCASTER, Mr. DIXON, Mr. WALSH, Mr. BLI
LEY, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. OBEY, Mr. ACKERMAN, 
Mr. EVANS, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. WISE, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. SISI
SKY, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. ECKART, and Mrs. 
BOXER. 

H.J. Res. 235: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
Mr. STARK, Mr. WELDON, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. JEN
KINS, Mr. NEAL Of Massachusetts, Mr. WALSH, 
Mr. CRANE, and Mr. HUTI'O. 

H.J. Res. 239: Mr. RIGGS, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 
DOWNEY, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. JOHN
STON of Florida, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. DWYER of 
New Jersey, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. 
EDWARDS of California, Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. 
BOEHLERT, Mr. RoYBAL, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEWIS of 
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Georgia, Mr. STOKES, Mr. STARK, Mrs. KEN
NELLY, Mr. PRICE, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. WAX
MAN, Mr. WOLPE, Ms. HORN, Mrs. MINK, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. EVANS, Mr. ANDREWS of New Jer
sey, and Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. 

H.J. Res. 242: Mr. SPENCE, Mr. JONES of 
Georgia, Mr. LOWERY of California, and Mr. 
DIXON. 

H. Con. Res. 18: Mr. BEILENSON and Mr. 
JONES of Georgia. 

H. Con. Res. 43: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. DICKIN
SON, and Mr. PENNY. 

1-:L. Con. Res. 81: Mr. RIGGS, Ms. COLLINS of PAYNE of Virginia, Ms. HORN, and Ms. NOR-
Michigan, and Mr. HUCKABY. TON. 

H. Con. Res. 89: Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr. MORAN, H. Res. 101: Mr. HAYES of Louisiana, and 
and Ms. DELAURO. Mr. SIKORSKI. ' 

H. Con. Res. 92: Mr. RAY, Mr. DWYER of 
New Jersey, Mr. PENNY, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. STOKES, Mr. DE 
LUGO, Mr. YATRON, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. 
REGULA. 

H. Con. Res. 101: Mr. RoE, Mr. RoYBAL, and 
Mr. BUSTAMANTE. 

H. Con. Res. 111: Mr. SANGMEISTER, Mr. 
CARDIN, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. ECKART, Mr. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXIT, sponsors 

were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 392: Mr. WILSON. 
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